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Foreword 


The  stunning  changes  In  the  complexion  of  International  politics  that  began 
late  In  the  decade  of  the  1980s  and  continue  today  will  profoundly  affect  the 
American  military  establishment  as  a  whole,  and  the  US  Air  Force  In  particular. 
Decisions  about  the  future  course  of  the  military  will  be  made  In  the  early  part 
of  the  19908  which  will  essentially  determine  the  course  of  the  US  Air  Force  well 
Into  the  next  century.  Decisions  of  such  importance  require  thoughtful  con¬ 
sideration  of  all  points  of  view. 

This  report  Is  one  In  a  special  series  of  CADRE  Papers  which  address  many  of 
the  Issues  that  decision  makers  must  consider  when  undertaking  such  momen¬ 
tous  decisions.  The  list  of  subjects  addressed  In  this  special  series  Is  by  no  means 
exhaustive,  and  the  treatment  of  each  subject  is  certainly  not  definitive.  However, 
the  Papers  do  treat  topics  of  considerable  importance  to  the  future  of  the  US  Air 
Force,  treat  them  with  care  and  originality,  and  provide  valuable  Insights. 

We  believe  this  special  series  of  CADRE  Papers  can  be  of  considerable  value  to 
policymakers  at  all  levels  as  they  plan  for  the  US  Air  Force  and  its  role  in  the 
so-called  postcontainment  environment. 


Director 

Airpower  Research  Institute 
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Executive  Summaries 


ESSAY  1.  “The  Functions  and  Structure  of  Nuclear  Deterrence  in  the  Post -Cold 
War  World" 

The  change  reshaping  the  Soviet  Union  and  other  former  members  of  the 
Communist  bloc  has  also  altered  the  strategic  equation  for  the  United  States. 
Given  that  nuclear  weapons  and  the  intense  superpower  rivalry  of  40  years  of 
cold  war  have  helped  foster  a  certain  air  of  predictability  in  international  affairs, 
the  present  flux  In  the  international  system  has  created  a  number  of  possible 
security  scenarios.  The  author  explores  these  possibilities  as  they  relate  to  the 
strategic  future  of  the  Soviet  Union,  the  possible  evolution  of  a  new  European 
system  of  collective  security,  and  the  challenges  of  regional  conflict  in  a  multipolar 
world.  Of  primary  concern  is  the  question  of  the  continued  validity  of  traditional 
concepts  of  deterrence  in  a  system  characterized  by  the  profusion  of  advanced 
military  capabilities  which  no  longer  possesses  man)'  of  the  stabilizing  strategic 
counterweights  of  the  cold  war. 


ESSAY  2.  “More  for  Less — An  Arms  Control  Strategy  for  the  1990s" 

Strategic  nuclear  force  structure  requirements  for  the  1990s  must  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  light  of  the  changing  security  environment,  and  particularly  in  terms 
of  the  Strategic  Arms  Reduction  Talks  (START).  Because  START  will  shape  the 
relative  strategic  capabilities  of  the  US  and  Soviet  Union  for  the  foreseeable  future, 
it  is  imperative  that  the  US  devise  the  most  cost-effective  nuclear  deterrent  force 
possible  within  expected  START  constraints.  The  authors  examine  a  number  of 
force  structure  alternatives  as  to  triad  size  and  composition  (or  tetrad,  if  cruise 
missiles  are  considered)  to  determine  how  we  might  obtain  the  best  possible 
deterrent  guarantee  for  the  best  price  under  START  limitations. 


ESSAY  3.  “A  SIOP  for  Perestroika " 

The  evolving  strategic  relationship  between  the  US  and  the  Soviet  Union 
appears  to  offer  an  unprecedented  opportunity  for  both  nations  to  develop  nuclear 
weapons  development  and  deployment  policies  based  on  a  shared  security 
commitment  to  deterrent  stability  and  risk  reduction,  rather  than  on  the  latent 
insecurities  that  characterized  cold  war  defense  policy.  Given  that  the  United 
States  has  apparently  arrived  at  a  culminating  point  in  its  competition  with  the 
Soviet  Union,  a  new  deterrent  construct  is  urgently  required  if  we  are  to  realize 
the  gains  possible  in  current  global  events. 
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ESSAY  4.  “Theater  Nuclear  Forces  and  Extended  Deterrence  in  a  Multipolar 
World" 

'Die  role  pi  ^  ed  by  nonstrategic  nuclear  forces  In  the  cold  war  logic  of  extended 
deterrence  ^  changing  dramatically,  as  the  US  and  Soviet  Union  retreat  from  the 
quasi  v  oiifrontational  military  postures  of  the  past  40  years.  What  do  present 
changes  In  the  global  security  picture  portend  for  this  class  of  weapons?  The 
author  evaluates  possibilities  using  a  matrix  of  considerations:  trends  In  the 
International  system;  strategic  ways,  means,  and  perceptions:  intrinsic 
capabilities  of  new  generations  of  nuclear  weapons:  and  operative  views  of 
extended  nuclear  deterrence.  One  conclusion  Is  that,  owing  to  the  desirability  of 
having  a  graduated  means  of  deterring  conflict  and  controlling  escalation,  theater 
nucleai  weapons  may  remain  Important  elements  of  US  military  capability  In  the 
global  environment  of  the  future. 


Preface 


No  single  thing  abides,  but  all  things  Jlow 
Fragment  to  fragment  clings:  the  things  thus  grow 
Until  we  know  and  name  them.  By  degrees 
They  melt,  and  are  no  more  the  things  we  know. 


— Lucretius,  "On  the  Nature  ol Tilings" 

The  Story  of  Philosophy 

Dramatic  changes  in  the  geopolitical  landscape  have  proceeded  with  scarcely 
diminished  vigor  since  the  late  1980s,  and  show  few  signs  of  abating.  In  many 
respects,  we  can  only  begin  to  guess  at  the  ultimate  direction  of  these  changes, 
much  less  their  ultimate  destination.  Consequently,  it  is  not  surprising  to  find 
few.  inside  or  outside  the  defense  community,  willing  to  venture  a  reflective 
analysis  of  the  long-term  implications  of  these  changes  for  American  security 
strategy.  For,  to  quote  Mark  Twain,  in  view  of  the  relative  probability  of  being 
proven  embarrassingly  wrong  by  subsequent  events,  it  would  seem  “better  to 
remain  silent  and  be  thought  a  fool,  than  to  open  your  mouth  and  remove  all 
doubt." 

As  is  typical  of  human  affairs  in  general,  significant  contradiction  as  well  as 
uncertainty  characterize  the  current  flux  in  the  international  system.  The 
possibility  of  more  rather  than  less  conflict  at  the  regional  level  diminishes  the 
promise  of  a  world  free  from  the  tensions  of  perennial  superpower  competition. 
As  the  Bush  administration  recently  noted,  “the  erosion  of  U.S. -Soviet  bipolarity 
could  permit  and  in  some  ways  encourage  the  growth"  of  the  threat  to  US  security 
interests  posed  by  regional  conflicts  throughout  the  world.  Similarly,  for  a  world 
long  accustomed,  but  never  reconciled,  to  the  nightmare  possibilities  represented 
by  nuclear  weapons,  recent  developments  in  Soviet -American  relations  portend 
at  least  partial  relief  from  what  Albert  Wohlstetter  termed  the  “delicate  balance 
of  terror."  Yet  nuclear  weapons  production  continues,  new  and  improved  war¬ 
heads  and  delivery  systems  are  developed  and  deployed,  existing  strategic  and 
theater  nuclear  weapons  remain  in  operational  readiness,  and  the  proliferation 
of  technologies  of  mass  destruction  proceeds  apace.  The  logic  of  such  develop¬ 
ments  is  as  yet  uncertain,  while  their  grammar  defies  interpretation. 

It  is  with  one  foot  firmly  planted  in  such  realities  that  this  collection  of  thoughts 
on  the  nuclear  future  is  offered.  This  collection  does  not  presume  to  be  com¬ 
prehensive  in  terms  of  exploring  all  issues  of  critical  importance  to  the  question 
of  future  nuclear  ends  and  means.  For  example,  discussions  of  the  future 
implications  of  strategic  defense  or  of  advanced  nuclear  weapons  technologies 
are  notable  for  their  absence.  The  omission  of  such  issues  here  is  not  a  judgment 
as  to  their  relative  importance  as  pieces  in  the  unfolding  strategic  puzzle  but 
rather  the  result  of  a  conscious  decision  to  begin  with  things  as  we  know  them. 
By  examining  first  those  dimensions  of  the  nuclear  equation  most  fundamental 


xi 


to  the  immediate  security  interests  of  the  United  States,  such  as  the  nature  of 
the  evolving  strategic  relationship  between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
as  well  as  arms  control  optio  is  for  lasting  strategic  stability,  the  essays  here  will, 
hopefully,  provide  a  baseline  for  considering  the  shape  of  things  to  come.  Neither 
do  any  of  the  contributions  make  an  unqualified  conceptual  leap  into  the 
unknown  by  attempting  to  predict  the  future  or  proposing  revolutionary  solutions 
to  the  problems  of  a  nuclear  world.  The  approach  settled  upon  as  potentially 
most  useful  to  those  charged  with  policy  development  was  to  project — and,  where 
appropriate,  prescribe — future  nuclear  weapons  developments  rather  than  to 
speculate  as  to  what  might  be.  Tills  is  not  so  much  a  matter  of  hedging  one’s 
bets  as  it  is  a  tacit  concession  that  the  immediate  future  is  an  evolutionary 
extension  of  the  present  rather  than  a  dramatic  departure  from  the  recent  past. 

The  hope  of  the  contributors  and  the  editorial  staff  is  that  an  examination  of 
what  we  know  about  the  attributes  of  nuclear  weapons  and  how  they  relate  to 
national  power  in  this  last  decade  of  the  twentieth  century  will,  in  a  general  sense, 
produce  useful  insights,  if  not  answers,  as  to  where  we  may  (or  should)  be  going. 
If  the  essays  raise  more  questions  than  they  answer,  as  long  as  such  questions 
are  ones  that  might  not  have  arisen  of  their  own  accord,  this  effort  will  have 
accomplished  its  purpose. 

At  the  risk  of  burdening  the  reader  with  unwanted  debts,  several  acknowl¬ 
edgments  must  be  made  to  those  responsible  for  this  project.  First,  to  Col  Dennis 
M.  Drew,  director  of  the  Airpower  Research  Institute,  who  commissioned  the  Air 
Force  Futures  Project  of  which  this  is  but  a  small  part,  and  who.  in  inimitable 
fashion,  allowed  the  contributors  to  “do  their  own  thing”  with  no  intellectual 
constraints  as  to  the  scope  of  the  ideas  to  be  considered.  Second,  to  Drs  David 
Maclsaac.  director  of  research,  and  Lewis  Ware,  senior  research  fellow,  whose 
scholarly  insights  helped  to  expose  hidden  flaws  in  both  theme  and  development 
of  the  ideas  on  theater  nuclear  forces.  Third,  to  Dr  Richard  Bailey,  editor  and 
professional  historian,  whose  perspectives  as  to  the  scope  of  the  historical  change 
engulfing  the  world  are  matched  only  by  his  ability  to  make  the  words  speak  as 
the  authors  intended.  Fourth,  to  Dot  McCluskie  and  her  production  staff  in  the 
Air  University  Press  for  their  unstinting  efforts  to  make  this  project  a  published 
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Essay  1 

The  Functions  and  Structure  of  Nuclear 
Deterrence  in  the  Post-Cold  War  World 

by 


Dr  Donald  M.  Snow 


CADRE  PAPER 


Introduction 


THE  ABRUPT  collapse  of  the  Soviet  em¬ 
pire  and  the  cold  war  has  changed  almost 
everything  about  International  relations 
and  national  security.  The  nuclear 
balance  and  the  structure  of  nuclear 
deterrence  are  no  exception  to  that  rule. 
In  the  turbulent  year  since  the  Berlin  Wall 
fell  and  brought  down-much  of  the  Com¬ 
munist  world  with  It.  the  nuclear  balance 
has  remained.  The  question  that  must  be 
asked  for  the  future  is:  What  will  the 
structure  and  functions  of  nuclear 
weapons  and  the  balance  be  In  the  evolv¬ 
ing  world  order? 

In  early  1991,  two  factors  stand  out  as 
parameters  within  which  considerations 
of  nuclear  weapons  must  be  enclosed. 
One  is  that  we  are  in  the  midst  of  a  major 
systemic  change  in  the  nature  and  rules 
of  international  relations.  The  last  time 
such  a  change  occurred  was  at  the  end  of 
World  War  II,  when  the  victorious  Allies — 
principally  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union — were  faced  with  rebuilding 
the  shattered  peace. 

There  were  two  major  variables  that 
would  shape  the  post-World  War  n  world. 
The  first  was  whether  the  wartime  col¬ 
laboration  could  be  maintained.  If  It 
could,  the  United  Nations  provided  a  col¬ 
laborative  forum  for  collective  security 
through  Article  VII  of  the  charter;  if  it 
could  not,  then  Article  51  of  that  same 
charter  provided  for  organizing  their  dis¬ 
cord  (the  collective  defense  provision).  In 
the  absence  of  collaboration — at  least 
before  Operation  Desert  Shield  In  1990 — 
the  system  evolved  to  the  politico-military 
confrontation  known  as  a-cold  war. 

The  other  variable  was  the  advent  of 
nuclear  weapons.  When  World  War  n 
ended,  of  course,  the  United  States  was 
the  sole  possessor  of  these  “absolute 


weapons,"  but  eveiyone  knew  it  was  only 
a  matter  of  time  until  the  Soviets  gained 
them  as  well.  The  question  then  became: 
What  will  be  the  role  of  nuclear  weapons? 
Would  their  purpose  be  deterrence,  as 
Bernard  Brodie  argued  In  The  Absolute 
Weapon  in  1946?*  Or  would  their  role  be 
as  yet  another.  If  awful,  weapon  of  war, 
as  William  Liscum  Borden  suggested 
during  the  same  year  In  There  Will  Be  No 
Timer 

The  point  is  that  it  took  several  years 
to  answer  both  questions.  Postwar  col¬ 
laboration  was  effectively  dead  by  1947, 
but  It  took  several  more  years  for  the 
edifice  of  the  cold  war  to  be  completely 
erected.  Similarly,  the  debate  over 
nuclear  weapons  was  hardly  short  term. 

The  collapse  of  the  cold  war  was  an 
event  as  traumatic  as  the  end  of  World 
War  II,  and  the  result  has  been  to  begin 
a  process  of  system  change  likely  as 
profound.  To  take  the  parallel  a  step 
further,  we  are  at  a  point  more  or  less 
comparable  to  where  the  framers  of  the 
postwar  system  were  In  1946  or  1947. 
There  are  a  lot  of  questions  about  the 
future,  but  not  many  answers  about  its 
“shape."3 

In  one  sense,  the  questions  are  very 
similar.  The  most  basic  question  Is  the 
continuing  relationship  between  the  cold 
war  superpowers.  While  growing 
cooperation  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  has  been  the  most 
positive  sign  of  the  new  postwar  order,  the 
enormous  turbulence  and  unrest  in  the 
Soviet  Union  creates  at  least  some  ques¬ 
tion  about  the  final  outcome  and  thus  the 
nature  of  the  security  question  in  the 
post-cold  war  system.  A  related  question 
raised  by  Soviet  turbulence  and  enlivened 
by  the  dynamics  of  the  international 
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economic  system  Is  who  will  be  the  major 
players  In  the  new  system. 

The  nuclear  question  also  remains.  As 
will  be  argued  below,  the  cold  war  system 
answered  the  1946  question  about 
nuclear  utility  In  Brodies  favor,  and 
deterrence  remains  a  key  element  both  in 
system  transformation  and  maintenance 
In  the  new  order.  The  new  questions 
about  nuclear  weapons  have  to  do  with 
stability  In  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
proliferation  of  nuclear  and  other  lethal 
weapons  to  the  third  world. 

The  other  relevant  factor  affecting 
nuclear  dynamics  Is  the  existence  of  the 
nuclear  balance  Itself  at  very  high  levels 
of  destructive  capability.  In  1946  deter¬ 
rence  was  a  matter  of  simple  American 
self-restraint  in  using  the  weapons  avail¬ 
able  to  it;  today,  even  after  the  so-called 
deep  cuts  In  the  Strategic  Arms  Reduc¬ 
tion  Talks  (START)  are  absorbed,  the 
deadly  balance  Is  not  materially  affected. 
The  rubble  may  bounce  a  few  times  less 
often  and  possibly  not  quite  as  high,  but 
there  is  no  doubt  whatsoever  that  It  still 
will  bounce. 

Just  as  the  outcome  of  Soviet- 
American  relations  In  the  new  order  Is  at 
least  partially  problematical,  so  is  the  role 
of  nuclear  weapons  and  the  nuclear 
balance.  The  two  are  related:  If  Soviet- 
American  comity  becomes  the  underpin¬ 
ning  of  the  new  order,  then  nuclear 
weapons,  at  least  as  superpower  deter¬ 
rents,  will  gradually  lose  their  meaning  In 
that  context.  On  the  other  hand,  should 
convulsions  In  the  Soviet  Union  badly 
destabilize  that  country  and  possibly 
bring  Into  power  a  regime  that  sours  the 
growing  friendship,  as  Eduard 
Shevardnadze  warned  In  December  1990 
when  he  resigned  the  foreign  minister- 
ship.  then  nuclear  weapons  could  take  on 
quite  a  different  role. 

The  task  we  have  before  us  Is  to  try  to 
assess  what  the  future  will  bring  to  the 
nuclear  relationship  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  To  do  so,  we 


will  begin  by  looking  at  what  that 
relationship  has  Ijecome  and  how  that 
relationship  helped  contribute  to  the  cur¬ 
rent  system  change  Following  that  dis¬ 
cussion,  we  will  look  at  some  of  the 
variables  that  will  act  and  interact  to 
create  the  shape  and  rules  of  the  new 
system.  Finally,  we  will  try  to  make  some 
recommendations,  albeit  hesitantly, 
about  the  role  of  nuclear  weapons  during 
and  after  the  transition. 


The  Nuclear  Status  Quo 

N UCl  JvAK  WEAPONS  have  always  been 
controversial.  Given  the  consequences  of 
their  use  in  anger  where  more  than  one 
disputant  possesses  them,  this  is  entirely 
understandable.  Because  nuclear 
weapons  and  what  they  do  are  anything 
but  attractive,  people  by  and  large  are 
repelled  by  (hem.  They  do  not  want  to 
think  about  nucleai  weapons:  they  wish 
that  nuclear  weapons  would  simply  go 
away. 

Wliile  understandable,  such  a  reaction 
taints  thinking  about  nuclear  weapons 
and  (heir  role  in  world  politics.  While 
admitting  (hat  one  would  hardly  want  to 
cuddle  up  with  a  nuclear  bomb  shaped 
plush  pillow,  that  emotion  does  not 
relieve  us  of  understanding  why  the 
nuclear  balance  came  about  In  the  first 
place  and.  more  ini|>oi  tantly.  how  It  has 
contributed  to  die  remarkable  scries  of 
events  that  is  transforming  the  interna¬ 
tional  system. 

Tills  is  not  the  pla<  e  lor  a  hisioiy  of  the 
nuclear  amis  lace.  The  fact  that  there 
evolved  a  competition  In  unclear  arms  as 
the  centerpiece  of  the  postwar  Interna¬ 
tional  system  probably  lias  two  roots. 
The  first  and  most  obvious  rool  was  that 
the  beginning  of  the  mid  war  and  the 
arrival  ol  nuclear  technology  coincided.4 
Thanks  to  the  ceaseless  activity  of  the 
nuclear  physic  s  community  during  (he 
war,  nuclear  fission  had  been  c  onquered 
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by  th«*  Americ  ans;  and  by  dint  ot  hard 
work  and  successful  espionage,  the 
Soviets  were  not  tar  trehlnd. 

Hie  second  reason  tor  t tie  development 
ot  nnelear  arsenals  was  that  there  was  a 
military  competition  tietween  ttie  super- 
powers  that  was  the  outgrowth  of  the 
negative  verdict  on  postwar  collaboration. 
Since  nuclear  weapons  were  t lie  most 
awesome  weapons  In  human  history, 
neither  side  could  allow  the  other  to  gain 
sujHTlortty  In  this  weaponry,  particularly 
during  the  darkest  days  ol  the  cold  war 
(the  !9fi0s  and  the  early  1960s),  when 
most  people  felt  war  was  Inevitable. 
Cheap  Freudian  analogies  notwithstand¬ 
ing.  nuclear  arsenals  became  (tie  pin¬ 
nacle  of  the  competition.  What  separated 
the  superpowers  from  everyone  else  was 
not  only  that  they  possessed  these 
weapons,  hut  that  they  possessed  them 
tn  enormous  numlx't  s.  Nuclear  weapons 
were  applied  riot  only  to  the  strategic 
mission  ot  attacking  or  retaliating  against 
one  another's  territory,  but  to  the  front  tn 
central  Europe  and  try  extension  virtually 
everywhere  else. 

Nuclear  arsenals,  more  or  less  mind¬ 
lessly,  grew  and  grew.  As  technological 
possibility  produced  tlrst  ballistic  missile 
delivery  capability  to  launch  for  new  ther¬ 
monuclear  weapons  from  land  or  sea  and 
then  the  ability  to  put  several  warheads 
on  each  missile,  the  arsenals  grew.  The 
very  serious  people  who  oversaw  and  Jus¬ 
tified  this  growth  from  a  few  dozen  war¬ 
heads  tn  the  latter  1940s  to  over  12.000 
apiece  aimed  at  one  another’s  homeland 
iv  the  1980s  did  not  think  this  was  a 
funny  thing  at  all,  of  course. r>  They  saw 
growing  threats  and  the  need  to  compete, 
lest  one  side  or  t  tie  other  delude  itself  into 
believing  It  had  gained  some  usable,  ex¬ 
ploitable  advantage.  Serious  stuff  in¬ 
deed! 

The  funny  thing  that  happened  along 
the  way  Is  this:  nuclear  arsenals  became 
so  huge  and  so  deadly  that  they  became 
utterly  useless.  Despite  elaborate  and 


utterly  factless — thus  vacuous — debates 
about  the  levels  at  which  nuclear  war 
might  be  fought  (could  It  be  limited?  If  so, 
at  what  levels?),  no  one  has  ever  had  the 
slightest  idea  whether  nuclear  war  could 
be  limited  or  not.  What  came  to  be  recog¬ 
nized  was  that,  despite  all  the  plans  and 
the  unrealistic  war  games  In  the  world,  a 
nuclear  war  once  started  could  become  an 
all-out  war.  Robert  Jervis  termed  this 
grim  probability  as  “assured  destruction 
as  fact,"  which  Is  as  good  a  term  as  any.8 
Since  an  all-out  nuclear  exchange  be¬ 
tween  the  superpowers  would  be  so 
utterly  devastating — precisely  how  devas¬ 
tating  Is  largely  beside  the  point — that  no 
one  could  possibly  think  they  had  “won" 
anything  for  the  effort,  the  avoidance  of 
such  a  war  became  the  cardinal  value. 

The  result  is  something  1  have  else¬ 
where  called  necessary  peace — a  struc¬ 
ture  of  peace  bom  not  out  of  any  sense  of 
goodwill  toward  one  another  by  the  su¬ 
perpowers  but  from  the  fear  of  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  the  potential  all-out  version  of 
such  a  war.7  As  a  result,  the  structure  of 
deterrence  is  really  one  of  self-deterrence, 
where  the  superpowers  are  deterred  not 
by  shrill,  idiotic  threats  from  the  other  but 
by  the  fear  that  their  own  societies  would 
be  devastated  In  any  such  conflict . 

What  is  Interesting  about  this  is  that 
the  political  leaders  In  both  countries 
appear  to  have  been  out  ahead  of  the 
analysts,  If  that  surprises  anyone. 
American  leaders  at  least  as  far  back  as 
Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  have  articulated 
the  need  to  avoid  nuclear  war,  and  11  has 
been  among  the  first  pronouncements  of 
every  Soviet  leader  from  Nikita  Khru¬ 
shchev  forward  that  nuclear  war  must  be 
avoided  at  all  costs. 

The  result  has  been  an  Increasingly 
stable  structure  of  deterrence  across 
time.  Those  who  have  denied  this  fact 
have  had  to  appeal  to  the  visceral  fears 
we  all  have  of  nuclear  weapons  or  to  build 
horror  scenarios  that  offend  the  credulity 
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of  any  thinking  person.  The  conclusion 
Is  Inescapable:  nuclear  war  has  not  been 
avoided  because  of  the  cleverness  or  good 
luck  of  man;  It  has.  more  simply,  been  the 
result  of  avoiding  the  single  most  stupid 
act  of  human  history. 

What  has  taken  a  little  longer  to  figure 
out  has  been  how  a  stable  nuclear 
balance  has  contributed  to  peace  more 
generally.  In  the  early  1960s,  the  Cuban 
missile  crisis  made  American  and  Soviet 
leaders  who  had  previously  believed  they 
shared  essentially  no  Interest  realize  that 
Indeed  they  had  some  mutual  Interest  In 
avoiding  mutual  Incineration.  The  result 
was  a  series  of  arms  control  agreements 
that  regularized  overall  relations  and 
played  at  the  edges  of  the  overall  arsenals . 
As  the  glow  of  detente  faded  before  the 
Jimmy  Carter  human  rights  campaign, 
Afghanistan,  and  Ronald  Reagan's  depic¬ 
tion  of  the  “evil  empire,"  this  salutory 
relationship  became  obscure. 

It  was  up  to  Mikhail  S.  Gorbachev  to 
take  us  the  next  step  forward.  Partly 
motivated  by  mounting  economic 
problems  but  also  mindful  of  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  nuclear  war  (made  more  poig¬ 
nant  by  the  consequences  of  the 
Chernobyl  nuclear  accident),  Gorbachev 
recognized — as  many  Americans  had  also 
known,  in  their  heart  of  hearts — that 
since  any  conflict  between  the  super¬ 
powers  and  their  blocs  was  potentially  a 
nuclear  war,  it  was  also  unallowable.  For 
Gorbachev,  this  was  all  the  more  obvious 
because  even  a  conventional  war  might 
Involve  adver  ',-nt  or  inadvertent  attacks 
on  nuclear  power  plants,  thereby  creating 
a  de  facto  nuclear  war. 

From  this  recognition,  the  hcllowness 
of  the  entire  cold  war  structure  of  con¬ 
frontations  centered  In  Europe  was  an 
easy  next  step.  In  a  world  where  both 
sides  were  restrained  by  their  own  sense 
of  fear  of  escalation,  the  rest  was  ritual. 
That  was  all  right  when  all  the  ritualistic 


behavior  cost  was  money  In  no  short 
supply;  when  the  dollars  and  rubles 
started  to  run  short,  the  charade  became 
too  costly  to  play  out. 

It  is  In  this  sense  that  nuclear  balance 
played  Into  the  collapse  of  the  cold  war, 
indeed  was  one  of  the  principal  causes 
when  combined  with  the  economic  col¬ 
lapse  of  the  Soviet  Union.  The  two  factors 
must  be  seen  In  combination.  Economi¬ 
cally.  the  Leonid  Brezhnev  years  had  been 
the  “era  of  stagnation,"  where  the  Soviet 
economy  flattened  out  while  Western 
economies  expanded  dramatically.  The 
most  obvious  point  of  distinction  between 
East  and  West  was  In  the  area  of  high 
technology  (e  g.,  computers,  telecom¬ 
munications.  and  derivative  tech¬ 
nologies):  the  Soviets  were  falling  rapidly 
behind  in  this  driver  of  economic 
preeminence.  Moreover,  they  were  being 
deprived  of  access  to  Western  technology 
on  national  security  grounds:  the  West 
would  not  share  “dual  use"  technologies 
with  a  military  adversary. 

In  these  circumstances,  ending  the 
cold  war  doubly  made  sense.  On  the  one 
hand,  the  terribly  expensive  competition 
had  become  devoid  of  meaning:  there  was 
little  to  be  gained  from  continuing  It.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  Soviets  needed 
Western  assistance  at  all  levels — as  the 
winter  of  1990-91  provided  dramatic  tes¬ 
timony — that  was  not  going  to  be 
forthcoming  as  long  as  the  cold  war  raged . 

What  thus  emerges  from  the  nuclear 
past  is  a  very  stable  nuclear  status  quo 
that  has  contributed  to  peace  and 
change.  As  Igor  Sergeev,  head  of  the 
Soviet  Strategic  Rocket  Forces,  puts  it,  “It 
is  precisely  nuclear  parity,  the  existence 
of  nuclear  weapons  on  both  sides,  that 
has  preserved  the  peace.  In  my  opinion, 
it  Is  the  guarantor  of  the  impossibility  of 
a  world  war,  and  it  can  even  play  a  pacify¬ 
ing  role  in  regional  conflicts.’8  Before  one 
moves  to  a  very  different  nuclear  future, 
one  needs  to  be  certain  that  this  utility  is 
not  sacrificed  for  some  other  purpose. 
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Nuclear  We«pot*f»  fo  a 
Post  Coif?  Wat  *£nvlroiunei?t 

If  NUCLEAR  weapons  have  been  helpful 
In  moderating  conflict  In  the  past,  do  they 
retain  utility  In  the  future?  It  Is  almost 
certain  that  the  continuing  breakup  of 
the  cold  war  will  place  pressures  on  both 
the  Soviet  and  American  governments 
either  to  reduce  dramatically  or  eliminate 
altogether  their  nuclear  arsenals  as.  for 
instance,  is  called  for  in  the  Nuclear  Non¬ 
proliferation  lYeaty  of  1970. 

In  the  post  cold  war  system,  there  are 
at  least  two  variable  conditions  which 
could  affect  and  be  affected  by  the  nuclear 
balance.  The  first  and  most  obvious 
problem  Is  the  evolution  of  the  old  cold 
war  "battle  grounds."  The  process  of 
change  Is  clearly  not  likely  to  taper  off  in 
the  Soviet  Union,  and  the  rest  of  the 
continent  of  Europe  will  undergo  adjust¬ 
ment  as  well  At  the  same  time,  the  other 
great  system  dynamic  is  the  reemergence 
of  the  third  world  as  a  problem  area, 
specifically  in  the  guise  of  so-called 
regional  powers  heavily  armed  with  very 
lethal,  sophisticated  arsenals. 

Of  these,  the  situation  in  the  Soviet 
Union  Is  clearly  the  most  pressing,  if  for 
no  other  reason  than  that  the  Soviets 
remain  the  only  country  on  earth  capable 
of  destroying  the  United  States  with 
nuclear  weapons.  The  presumed  intent 
to  do  so  may  have  largely  disappeared  in 
the  Gorbachev  era,  but  no  one  is  cur¬ 
rently  willing  to  speculate  either  how  long 
that  era  will  last  or  what  will  succeed  it . 

What  happens  In  the  Soviet  Union  is 
critical  to  the  new  international  order  and 
hence  to  the  nuclear  balance  that  is  part 
of  that  order.  The  Gorbachev  reform  pro¬ 
gram,  aimed  at  remaking  his  country  a 
normal  rather  than  rogue  member  of  the 
international  order,  is  torn  from  three 
sides.  First,  political  reform  moving 
toward  democratization  has  become  the 
vehicle  for  expressing  a  growing  list  of 
demands  against  the  system  and  its 


leaders.  Second,  economic  perestroika 
has  not  produced  the  vibrancy  in  the 
economic  system  on  which  political 
legitimacy  must  reside.  Rather,  the 
movement  toward  the  free  market  from 
the  command  economy — an  economic 
odyssey  of  historically  unprecedented 
scope  for  which  no  one  has  a  real  road 
map-  -has  seen  things  get  worse.  Third, 
democracy  has  allowed  the  conquered 
minorities  of  the  empire  to  express.  In 
increasingly  strident  terms,  their  discon¬ 
tent  and  their  desires  for  national  self- 
determination. 

Where  will  it  end?  No  one  knows,  and 
the  guesses  change  on  an  almost  dally 
basis.  Fears  of  a  military  coup  and  reim¬ 
position  of  a  Stalinist  dictatorship  swirl 
with  horror  projections  of  separatists 
seizing  and  using  or  threatening  to  use 
nuclear  weapons  against  the  Soviet  cen¬ 
ter.  No  one  predicts  a  rapid  or  smooth 
settling  down  of  problems.  Almost 
everyone  assumes  the  Soviet  Union  will 
emerge  a  reduced  place — in  power  and 
probably  in  physical  size. 

In  the  storm  of  change,  nuclear 
weapons  act  as  something  of  an  anchor. 
Assuming  that  the  START  agreement  will 
leave  each  side  with  an  effective  arsenal 
of  around  8,000-9.000  weapons  (Includ¬ 
ing  those  outside  the  counting  rules),  the 
capabilities  that  both  sides  have  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  sober  any  downturns  in  relation¬ 
ship;  nuclear  arsenals  will  continue  to 
"clarify  the  mind,"  to  borrow  an  old 
Southern  cliche. 

The  bilateral  role  of  nuclear  weapons 
in  the  future  will  depend  on  the  direction 
of  change  and  reform  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
What  change  has  done  up  to  now  is 
largely  to  remove  any  presumption  of  hos- 
Hle  Soviet  intent  from  the  relationship: 
they  maintain  the  weapons,  but  few 
believe  they  have  any  desire  to  use  them 
against  us. 

If  change  occurs  positively — greater 
democratization,  economic  prosperity 
within  the  framework  of  market 
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economics,  some  acceptable  outcome  of 
the  minorities  question — the  bilateral  im¬ 
portance  of  the  nuclear  relationship 
should  decrease.  The  positive  image  of 
change,  after  all.  has  the  Soviets  becom¬ 
ing  increasingly  Western,  and  it  is  a 
simple  fact  of  life  that  political 
democracies  do  not  make  war  on  one 
another;  people  rarely  choose  war  to  solve 
their  problems  when  given  the  choice. 

If  this  is  the  case,  we  will  enter  a 
nuclear  relationship  where  huge  arsenals 
would  be  aimed  at  one  another  for  ab¬ 
solutely  no  purpose,  and  the 
anachronism  of  the  deadly  balance  would 
gradually  make  sustaining  the  balance 
more  and  more  untenable.  This,  of 
course,  is  the  same  dynamic  that  now 
infects  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Or¬ 
ganization  (NATO):  if  the  Soviets  continue 
to  normalize,  and  with  the  Warsaw  Pact 
defunct,  it  will  be  harder  and  harder  to 
make  a  case  for  keeping  NATO  around. 
What  happens  to  NATO  may  be  a  good 
indicator  of  what  will  happen  to  the 
nuclear  balance. 

The  danger,  of  course,  is  that  reform 
will  fail  and  that  the  Soviets  will  revert  to 
authoritarianism.  Even  in  December 
1990,  one  could  see  some  signs:  Soviet 
citizens,  for  instance,  carrying  placards 
with  Stalin’s  picture  on  them.  Attach¬ 
ment  to  democracy  and  the  market  are 
not  deep  in  the  Soviet  Union,  and  if 
democracy  and  privation  come  to  be 
equated,  the  temptation  could  arise  to 
strike  the  kind  of  Faustian  bargain  that 
Germany  struck  in  1933. 

The  nuclear  balance  in  such  a  case 
takes  on  a  different  importance.  Almost 
no  one  believes  that  the  Soviet  Union 
under  the  worst  of  circumstances  can 
return  as  an  opponent  of  the  magnitude 
it  was  during  the  cold  war:  the  East 
European  empire  is  gone  and  cannot  be 
restored,  and  the  economic  conditions 
that  would  fuel  reversion  would  mean  the 
Soviet  Union  is  no  longer  (if  it  ever  was) 
an  economic  power. 


The  worst  outcome  is  a  diminished, 
sulking  Soviet  Union  looking  in  at  the 
general  prosperity  from  the  outside  and 
increasingly  resentful  of  the  comparison. 
Such  a  Soviet  Union,  especially  if  it  is 
ruled  again  as  a  dictatorship,  is  hardly 
likely  to  support  the  new  order  or  to  have 
much  of  a  stake  in  seeing  peace  and 
stability. 

Nuclear  weapons  are  very  important  to 
such  a  Soviet  Union,  because  they  may 
be  the  last  bit  of  evidence  for  its  continued 
great  power  status.  For  such  a  state,  the 
nuclear  balance  cannot  be  irrelevant,  be¬ 
cause  to  make  it  so  is  to  make  the  Soviet 
Union  irrelevant.  Such  a  Soviet  Union 
may  need  to  be  deterred  in  the  old  way. 

The  map  of  Europe  will  have  something 
to  do  with  the  nuclear  evolution  as  well. 
E.iactly  what  that  contribution  is  likely  to 
be  hinges  on  two  factors.  The  first  is  the 
security  “architecture"  that  the  Continent 
adopts  to  replace  the  opposing  alliances 
of  the  cold  war.  The  second  has  to  do  with 
the  place  of  the  new  German  Republic 
within  the  security  scheme  that  emerges. 

It  would  appear  that  there  are  three 
possible  forms  that  a  new  European 
security  scheme  could  take  on.  The  first 
is  a  structure  of  which  NATO  is  the  base, 
and  membership  is  extended  to  the 
former  Warsaw  Pact  countries,  including 
the  Soviet  Union  if  Soviet  normalization 
continues.  The  advantages  of  such  a  sys¬ 
tem  are  that  the  structure  exists  and  that 
it  keeps  both  superpowers  within  the 
umbrella.  Us  major  disadvantage  is  that 
NATO,  at  heart,  is  a  military  alliance,  and 
such  organizations  require  an  enemy, 
which  NATO  currently  lacks.  Also.  NATO 
has  been  notoriously  ineffective  in  deal¬ 
ing  with  non-European — so-called  out  of 
area — contingencies  due  to  the  diversity 
of  European  national  interests  that  come 
to  play  in  the  third  world. 

The  second  possible  architecture 
shapes  the  system  around  an  expanded 
European  Community  (EC).  The  major 
advantage  of  such  an  arrangement  would 
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be  that  It  would  be  part  of  a  very  politically 
unified  Europe.  The  disadvantages  are 
that  the  US  and  USSR  are  not  and  cannot 
be  members  without  critically  upsetting 
the  economic  mechanism,  and  that  the 
new  democracies  of  Eastern  Europe  will 
not  likely  be  absorbed  into  the  EC  for  the 
next  decade  or  so,  when  they  have  had 
time  to  demonstrate  their  membership 
bona  fldes — commitment  to  political 
democracy  and  stable  market  economies. 

The  third  possibility  is  organization 
around  the  Conference  on  Security  and 
Cooperation  in  Europe  (CSCE).  This  or¬ 
ganization  came  into  great  public 
prominence  during  the  November  1990 
Paris  Summit.  Its  great  advantage  is  that 
it  includes  everyone  on  the  Continent: 
the  22  former  members  of  NATO  and  the 
Warsaw  Pact  (including  one  Germany), 
and  the  12  major  neutrals  (although  one 
may  argue  that  there  is  not  much  to  be 
neutral  from  in  the  new  Europe).  The 
major  drawback  is  that  CSCE  is  not,  at 
least  yet.  an  organization  at  all,  but  rather 
a  series  of  meetings.  It  lacks  structure 
anu  organization,  although  one  outcome 
of  the  Paris  Summit  was  to  authorize 
formation  of  a  small  headquarters  and 
staff. 

The  European  security  outcome  affects 
the  nuclear  balance  In  two  ways.  If  an 
Inclusive  organization — expanded  NATO, 
CSCE,  or  an  expanded  NATO  evolving  to 
CSCE— comes  into  being,  the  nuclear  ar¬ 
senals  of  all  major  nuclear  powers  except 
the  People’s  Republic  of  China  will  be 
under  the  same  umbrella.  This  should 
stifle  any  pressure  for  further  European 
nuclear  proliferation,  especially,  in  the 
worst  case,  to  Germany.  Moreover,  if  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  are 
part  of  the  same  security  arrangement, 
this  should  accelerate  the  complete  hol¬ 
lowing  of  what  is  left  of  the  nuclear  “con¬ 
frontation’'  between  them. 

Two  things  could  complicate  this 
scenario.  One  would  be  the  exclusion  of 
both  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 


Union  by  adoption  of  an  EC-based  sys¬ 
tem.  While  this  outcome  probably  has 
the  least  support  In  Europe  because  most 
Europeans  want  a  continuing  US 
presence,  it  is  possible  and  would  raise 
the  spectre  of  a  three-sided  competition 
in  which  Europeans,  including  Germans, 
might  conclude  that  the  British  and 
French  nuclear  forces  were  inadequate  to 
deter  or  compete  with  the  Americans  and 
Soviets.  The  other  problem  would  occur 
if  the  Soviet  Union  continues  to 
deteriorate  to  the  point  that  it  either  ex¬ 
cludes  itself  or  is  excluded  because  of 
noxious  policies  (e.g.,  repression  of 
minorities).  In  that  case,  there  is  some 
danger  of  a  renewed  East -West  competi¬ 
tion,  albeit  one  in  which  the  Soviets  would 
be  disadvantaged  by  their  absence  of  al¬ 
lies. 

The  third  problematical  aspect  of  the 
evolving  balance  is  that  of  regional  con¬ 
flicts  involving  emerging  regional  actors 
armed  with  chemical  and  possibly 
biological — and  In  the  future  nuclear — 
weapons  delivered  by  ballistic  missiles. 
Saddam  Hussein  and  Iraq  are  the  carica¬ 
ture  of  this  problem,  but  It  could  appear 
elsewhere  as  well. 

The  problem  is  both  old  and  new. 
Regional  conflicts  between  third-world 
countries  with  often  long-standing 
animosities  are  certainly  nothing  novel. 
The  European  colonial  system  put  a 
damper  on  some  of  this  activity  for  a 
century  or  more  (in  ways  not  dissimilar  to 
Soviet  suppression  of  nationalistically 
based  animosities  In  Eastern  Europe 
after  World  War  II).  Similarly,  these  con¬ 
flicts  have  boiled  over  periodically  into 
violence,  witness  the  series  of  Arab- Israeli 
and  Indo- Pakistani  wars  since  1948.  At 
the  same  time,  the  fear  of  nuclear 
proliferation  has  been  around  since  at 
least  the  early  1960s.  So,  what  is  new? 

There  are  at  least  two  significant  dif¬ 
ferences  today.  In  the  cold  war  period, 
regional  conflicts  became  extensions  of 
the  cold  war  competition.  This  was 
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regrettable  In  some  ways;  cold  war  Issues 
were  usually  irrelevant  to  the  base  causes 
of  regional  conflicts — Indo-Pakistani 
animosity  ha  nothing  to  do  with  com¬ 
munism  and  anticommunism,  for  in¬ 
stance.  At  the  same  time,  the  East  and 
West  fell  over  themselves  arming  the  ad¬ 
versaries.  thereby  upping  the  lethal  ante 
where  motives  made  the  competition 
quite  deadly  enough  without  outside 
help. 

The  good  side  of  all  this,  however,  was 
that  the  cold  war  competition  also  damp¬ 
ened  and  restrained  regional  conflicts. 
The  motivation  of  both  superpowers  was. 
after  all.  to  maximize  their  influence  but 
also  to  minimize  the  likelihood  that  a 
regional  conflict  could  swirl  out  of  con¬ 
trol.  thus  potentially  dragging  the  super¬ 
powers  into  direct  conflict. 

At  least  in  the  interim  between  the  cold 
war  system  and  its  successor,  that 
restrain*  is  missing.  Both  superpowers, 
but  especially  the  Soviets,  have 
withdrawn  from  much  of  their  activity  in 
the  third  world,  and  their  influence  has 
plummeted  accordingly.  For  instance,  it 
can  be  strongly  argued  that  Saddam  Hus¬ 
sein  would  not  have  invaded  Kuwait  in 
August  1990  nor  threatened  to  attack 
Israel  in  the  event  of  war  in  December 
1 990  had  Soviet  cold  war  influence  in  Iraq 
been  intact.  The  new  order  may  devise 
similar  restraints;  in  the  interim,  they  are 
missing. 

The  second  difference  is  that  these 
newly  independent  regional  actors  are 
armed  to  the  teeth.  Partly,  this  is  because 
of  the  generosity  of  cold  war  superpower 
armament  policies  augmented  by  their 
leaving  behind  substantial  used  parts 
depots  in  places  such  as  Vietnam.  Af¬ 
ghanistan.  and  Cuba.  At  the  same  time, 
the  withdrawal  of  the  superpowers  from 
the  armaments  business  has  hardly  left 
a  significant  void  in  the  arms  sales  busi¬ 


ness.  Not  only  are  there  other  first-world 
public  and  private  sources,  a  growing 
number  oi  third-world  states  are  also 
entering  the  business  of  supplying 
sophisticated  weaponry  (including 
chemical  agents)  and  delivery  systems 
(including  ballistic  missiles)  if  the  price  is 
right.9  If  all  this  is  not  bad  enough,  the 
danger  of  nuclear  weapons  proliferation 
continues  to  rear  its  ugly  head  into  third- 
world  scenarios. 

This  raises  a  significant  problem  for 
the  future  organization  of  the  interna¬ 
tional  order.  Bilateral  superpower 
nuclear  deterrence  may  be  a  dying 
priority  and  area  of  concern,  but  deter¬ 
rence  in  the  more  generic  sense  clearly  is 
not.  “Poor  man's  nuclear  weapons."  as 
chemical  weapons  are  often  called,  are 
out  there,  and  with  ballistic  delivery 
means  available,  they  cannot  be  inter¬ 
cepted.  While  in  many  cases  chemical 
agents  do  not  present  the  indiscriminate 
mass  carnage  of  nuclear  attack,  the 
results  can  be  gruesome  enough  against 
unprotected  populations. 

What  we  may  be  witnessing  is  the  ex¬ 
trapolation  of  the  assured  destruction 
problem  to  the  third  world.  Especially  in 
the  Middle  East,  national  populations 
tend  to  be  small  and  concentrated  in  a 
relatively  few  towns  and  cities.  Against 
such  populations  the  threat  of  large- 
scale  chemical  attacks  ballistically 
delivered  could  represent  an  admittedly 
diluted  analogue  of  “assured  destruction 
as  fact"  in  the  superpower  bilateral  con¬ 
text. 

The  question,  hardly  yet  raised  to  this 
observer's  knowledge,  is  whether  the  logic 
and  structure  of  nuclear  deterrence  as  it 
has  evolved  over  40  years  of  Soviet- 
American  interaction  can  be  extrapolated 
to  the  third-world  situation.  In  the  past, 
there  is  very  little  evidence  that  super- 
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power  threats  did  much  to  deter  a  lot  of 
third-world  violence — especially  when 
that  violence  was  internal.  The  game  Is, 
however,  different  now.  With  the  new 
capabilities  in  the  third  world  and  the 
absence  of  the  kinds  of  restraint  that  were 
available  during  the  cold  war,  there  needs 
to  evolve  a  new  set  of  restraints  to  keep 
third-world  countries  from  attacking  one 
another  with  weapons  of  mass  destruc¬ 
tion.  As  technologies  evolve,  this 
restraint  may  have  to  be  extended  to 
third-world  attacks  against  the  major 
powers  of  the  Northern  Hemisphere. 

Conclusion 

Hedging  the  Future 

As  THE  DISCUSSION  has  attempted  to 
suggest,  we  are  In  the  midst  of  unsettled 
and  unsettling  times.  The  nuclear  com¬ 
petition  that  was  the  hallmark  of  the  cold 
war  International  system  may  be  coming 
to  an  end,  but  that  is  both  good  and  bad 
news.  The  good  news,  of  course.  Is  that 
the  shriveling  of  the  nuclear  competition 
is  a  symptom  of  the  general  ending  of 
US-Soviet  military  confrontation.  The 
bad  news  is  that  the  system  which 
replaces  the  cold  war  structure  cannot 
outdo  the  cold  war's  record  for  number  of 
nuclear  wars.  At  best  it  can  match  that 
record.  It  could  do  worse. 

We  are  clearly  in  a  period  of  transition 
from  one  system  to  another,  where  the 


end  result  Is  not  at  all  clear.  As  argued, 
there  are  at  least  three  sources  of  major 
uncertainty  with  Implications  for  the 
eventual  contribution  of  nuclear  weapons 
and  deterrence  to  the  new  system.  The 
outcome  of  Soviet  reform  and  the  viability 
of  the  Soviet  state  that  emerges  from  Its 
tumultuous  process  will  clearly  be  a  very 
basic  building  block  of  the  new  system, 
as  will  the  shape  and  form  of  the 
European  security  system  that  succeeds 
the  cold  war  division.  Finally,  the  end  of 
the  cold  war  has  both  coincided  with  and 
contributed  to  the  emergence  of  third  - 
world  regional  conflicts  as  a  major,  pos¬ 
sibly  the  major,  security  Irritant  to  the 
new  order. 

Because  these  dynamics  are  In  transi¬ 
tion,  one  can  only  argue  for  caution  In  the 
present.  Nuclear  weapons  played  a  valu¬ 
able  stabilizing  role  for  the  old  system, 
and  they  may  for  the  new  system  as  well. 
In  the  general  euphoria  of  the  revolutions 
of  1989  and  beyond,  those  who  have  al¬ 
ways  misunderstood  and  thus 
mistrusted  nuclear  dynamics  see  their 
opening  to  dismantle  the  nuclear 
balance.  When  the  shape  ol  the  new 
International  system  Is  a  great  deal 
clearer  than  it  Is  today,  we  may  see  that 
it  is  possible  to  take  that  structure  down. 
In  the  meantime,  we  are  probably  best 
hedging  our  bets  and  thus  ensuring  that 
the  baby  does  not  get  thrown  out  with  the 
bathwater.  For  now.  the  nuclear  balance 
still  acts  as  a  “clarifying''  Influence  in 
uncertain  times. 
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Introduction 


THE  POLITICAL  realities  of  the  past  40 
years  in  Eastern  Europe  and  the  Soviet 
Union  have  changed  with  the  leaves  of  tall 
in  1990.  And  like  those  leaves,  the 
monolithic  “evil  empire"  of  the  Soviet 
Communist  party  appears  to  have  fallen 
and  crumbled  to  dust,  leaving  fertile 
ground  for  peace  and  prosperity  and  a 
new  international  order.  The  perception 
that  we  “won  the  cold  war.”  as  manifest 
by  the  changes  in  Eastern  Europe  and  the 
Soviet  Union,  has  led  for  calls  for  the 
United  States  to  demobilize,  as  we  have 
done  after  every  great  war,  and  reap  the 
advantages  of  the  “peace  dividends." 
These  calls  for  a  peace  dividend  are  not 
frivolous.  They  reflect  real  political  and 
fiscal  pressures  that  have  created  an  en¬ 
vironment  in  which  radical  reductions  In 
military  budgets  and  capabilities  are  no 
longer  unthinkable 

In  the  current  political  environment  in 
which  the  unthinkable  is  thinkable,  it  is 
imperative  that  the  military  not  be  simple 
pawns  that  are  moved  about  and  traded 
off.  Historically,  the  cost  of  poor  moves 
and  bad  trades  has  been  war.  To  ensure 
reductions  in  military  budgets  and 
capabilities  do  not  pave  the  road  to  war, 
the  military  must  embrace  the  process  of 
change  and  help  direct  its  flow.  That 
means  old  “truths"  that  have  served  us 
well  during  the  cold  war  and  containment 
eras  must  be  put  to  the  test.  One  of  those 
truths  Is  the  strategic  deterrent  triad  of 
land-based  Intercontinental  ballistic  mis¬ 
siles  (ICBM),  manned  penetrating  bomb¬ 
ers,  and  submarine  launched  ballistic 
missiles  (SLBM).  Given  a  world  that 
demands  fewer  nuclear  weapons  and 
more  strategic  stability  in  the  remaining 


weapons,  is  the  triad  still  a  truth,  or  is 
there  a  better  way? 

First  the  triad,  as  we  know  it  today,  is 
no  longer  a  truth  because  we  have  not 
had  a  triad  since  the  early  1980s  when 
the  first  cruise  missile  went  operational. 
The  cruise  missile  is  not  a  manned 
penetrating  bomber,  ICBM.  or  SLBM. 
even  though  it  can  be  employed  from 
aircraft,  land-based  modes,  or  the  sea. 
The  cruise  missile  has  formed  the  fourth 
leg  of  a  “tetrad."  Once  we  accept  that  the 
traditional  triad  is  not  a  truth,  we  can 
return  to  the  basic  principle  of  deterrence 
and  take  a  fresh  look  at  answering  the 
question.  Is  there  a  better  way? 

To  provide  a  foundation  for  analysis  in 
this  paper,  the  first  section  reviews  the 
concept  of  strategic  deterrence  and  the 
triad  in  terms  of  strengths  and  weak¬ 
nesses.  Next  is  an  identification  of  the  set 
of  arms  control  ground  rules  and  sizing 
assumptions  used  to  test  the  “truth"  of 
various  strategic  options,  followed  by  an 
assessment  of  these  options.  This  as¬ 
sessment  suggests  that  arms  control  and 
budgetary  constraints  and  a  credible 
strategic  deterrent  posture  are  not 
mutually  exclusive — there  Is  a  better  way. 
More  specifically,  it  argues  that  a  new 
strategic  triad  of  land-based  strategic 
missiles,  manned  penetrating  bombers, 
and  cruise  missiles  simultaneously  satis¬ 
fies  all  three  objectives — reducing  the 
cost  of  strategic  nuclear  forces  and  the 
number  of  nuclear  weapons  while 
preserving  a  credible  deterrence.  The  last 
section  explores  some  of  the  long-range 
Implications  of  this  new  strategic  triad 
and  the  benefits  it  might  offer  our  nation 
and  the  world. 
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Strategic  Deterrence 
and  the  Triad 

ThERE  ARE  basically  two  forms  of 
deterrence — deterrence  based  on  denial 
and  deterrence  based  on  punishment. 
Denial  deterrence  (not  to  be  confused 
with  the  US  objective  of  “denying  Soviet 
war  alms’)  requires  the  capabilities  and 
resources  to  defeat  an  attack  without  suf¬ 
fering  significant  damage.  It  Is  primarily 
defensive  in  nature  and  Is  the  preferred 
form  of  deterrence  since  it  directly 
protects  and  preserves  that  which  we 
hold  valuable.  Unfortunately,  a  deter¬ 
rence  based  on  denial  does  not  provide 
strong  incentive  against  aggression  or 
misconduct  because  it  strictly  limits  the 
aggressor’s  costs  and  risks  If  he  decides 
to  strike.  This  rationale,  coupled  with  the 
destructive  potential  of  modem  strategic 
weapons  and  the  diversity  of  delivery  op¬ 
tions,  precludes  sole  reliance  on  a  denial 
deterrent  strategy.  Therefore,  for  the 
foreseeable  future.  US  deterrent  strategy 
must  have  as  Its  foundation  the  concept 
of  punishment. 

Punitive  deterrence  has  as  its  founda¬ 
tion  the  assured  and  acknowledged 
military  capability  to  Inflict  the  ap¬ 
propriate  level  of  unacceptable  pain  In 
response  to  aggression,  and  the  national 
will  to  employ  that  capability.  For  over  30 
years  the  strategic  triad  and  tetrad  have 
been  that  capability.  As  fiscal  and  politi¬ 
cal  pressures  force  reductions  in  the 
number  of  strategic  weapons,  It  is  ab¬ 
solutely  critical  that  we  take  those  reduc¬ 
tions  where  they  have  the  least  impact  on 
our  ability  to  Inflict  carefully  measured 
but  unacceptable  pain  In  response  to 
strategic  aggression.  If  we  lose  the  ability 
to  deter  through  punishment,  stability 
will  decrease. 

Strategic  stability,  however.  Is  coupled 
closely  to  a  mutual  perception  of  balance 
of  capabilities.  This  critical  balance  need 
not  be  serendipitous.  It  can  be  carefully 
crafted  through  arms  control  agreements 


with  provisions,  noncooperative  If  neces¬ 
sary,  to  ensure  absolute  and  unam¬ 
biguous  verification  of  compliance. 
Fortunately  the  fiscal  and  political  pres¬ 
sures  to  reduce  strategic  arms  are  not 
cur’s  alone.  It  appears  the  Soviets  share 
In  this  burden  and  opportunity.  There¬ 
fore  It  appears  possible  to  tailor  the 
reductions  through  arms  control  agree¬ 
ments  so  as  to  maintain  a  credible  deter¬ 
rence  and  simultaneously  enhance 
International  strategic  stability.  More 
specifically.  It  may  be  possible  to  enhance 
both  deterrent  credibility  and  stability  by 
targeting  for  reduction  those  weapons 
that  are  the  most  destabilizing.  For  this 
reason  it  is  imperative  that  the  military 
establishment  err  brace  the  processes  of 
change  and  provide  critical  direction. 

The  triad  and  tetrad  have  served  world 
peace  well  since  the  early  1960s.  The 
strength  of  the  triad  and  tetrad  has  been 
in  the  ability  of  the  various  legs  to  com¬ 
pensate  for  vulnerabilities  In  each  of  the 
other  legs.  There  is  a  synergism  In  the 
whole  based  on  the  strengths  of  each  of 
the  legs. 

For  example,  bombers  are  the  most 
flexible  and  versatile  In  terms  of  roles, 
missions,  areas,  and  tempo.  With  the 
accuracy  and  discrimination  Inherent  In 
their  weapons  and  their  heavy  payload, 
they  can  be  used  across  the  entire 
spectrum  of  conflict.  Because  bombers 
are  manned,  they  can  be  launched  on 
warning  and  recalled;  they  can  assess 
damage  before  res  trike;  they  can  surgi¬ 
cally  strike  Individual  targets;  and  they 
can  be  reloaded  again  and  again. 

Land-based  ballistic  missiles  charac¬ 
teristically  have  the  highest  alert  rate  and 
lowest  operating  costs.  They  have  mas¬ 
sive,  prompt,  hard-target-kill  capabilities 
and,  as  a  result,  have  Incredible  strategic 
“shock"  power.  They  also  are  rapidly 
retargetable  and  have  redundant  and 
reliable  positive  command  and  control 
systems. 
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Submarine  launched  ballistic  missiles 
have  been  considered  the  most  survivable 
and  enduring  leg  because  our  submarine 
stealth  technology  allowed  them  to  hide 
effectively  from  all  adversaries.  With 
ample  warning,  the  submarine  Mas  the 
capability  for  the  most  rapid  response 
from  launch  order  to  warhead  arrival. 

Cruise  missiles  have  enormous 
flexibility  with  deployment  options  that 
include  all  mediums  of  basing — land,  sea, 
and  air.  However,  the  Intermediate- 
range  Nuclear  Forces  (INF)  Treaty  has 
largely  removed  the  land  mode  of  deploy¬ 
ment  from  consideration.  These  weapons 
are  highly  accurate  and,  due  to  their 
small  size,  easily  hidden.  Currently  a 
second-generation  cruise  missile  with  im¬ 
proved  range,  accuracy,  and  penetrability 
is  undergoing  test  and  evaluation  and  will 
soon  be  available  for  deployment. 

On  the  other  hand,  each  weapon  sys¬ 
tem  in  the  triad/tetrad  has  weaknesses. 
The  bombers  are  slow  compared  to  the 
missile  systems  and  are  vulnerable  to 
antiair  operations  and  preemptive  SLBM 
strikes,  due  to  the  SLBM’s  short  time  of 
flight.  With  a  policy  of  launching  only 
upon  hard  verification  of  a  nuclear  attack 
(nuclear  detonations  on  American  soil), 
ICBMs  are  vulnerable  to  a  surprise  mass 
missile  raid  because  of  the  increasing 
accuracy  and  yield  of  the  Soviet  ICBMs. 
This  tends  to  create  a  “use  or  lose"  situa¬ 
tion  during  the  first  few  minutes  of  a 
nuclear  exchange.  The  SLBM  has  a  rela¬ 
tively  low  alert  rate — for  every  three  sub¬ 
marines  in  the  inventory,  only  one  is  on 
alert  station.  The  remainder  are  in  tran¬ 
sit,  undergoing  overhaul,  or  in  port  for 
replenishment,  maintenance,  and  crew 
exchange.  Command  and  control  is 
potentially  slow  and  unreliable  due  to  the 
depths,  location,  and  alert  status  of  the 
submarines.  Also,  because  the  sub¬ 
marines  operate  autonomously  in  inter¬ 
national  waters,  they  could  be  attacked 
without  assured  retaliation.  Cruise  mis¬ 
siles.  the  fourth  leg,  share  many  of  the 


vulnerabilities  of  the  manned  bomber. 
Before  launch,  they  can  best  be  defeated 
while  still  in  the  “nest"  with  their  launch 
platforms.  After  launch,  they  fly  at  sub¬ 
sonic  speeds  with  predetermined  flight 
profiles  to  the  target. 

Even  given  these  vulnerabilities,  the 
triad/tetrad  has  been  a  formidable  sys¬ 
tem  of  deterrence  and  has  enjoyed  almost 
universal  acceptance  and  support  for 
several  decades.  Interestingly,  the 
Soviets  have  adopted  a  similar  strategic 
deterrent  strategy.  But  the  world  has 
changed,  and  yesterday’s  solutions  are 
not  necessarily  the  right  answers  for 
tomorrow.  The  threat  to  world  peace  is 
changing,  and  failure  to  meet  those 
changes  effectively  and  affordably  will 
threaten  the  integrity,  vitality,  and 
credibility  of  our  strategic  deterrent 
forces.  We  must  consider  restructuring 
our  strategic  forces  and  negotiating 
similar  changes  in  the  Soviet  arsenals.  If 
we,  the  military,  do  not  take  the  initiative, 
we  are  at  risk  of  being  unilaterally  dis¬ 
armed  by  domestic  fiscal  pressures 
without  compensating  reductions  in 
Soviet  capabilities. 


Follow-on  START 
Negotiation  Objectives 

The  PRIMARY  United  States  objective  in 
arms  control  must  be  to  enhance  our 
national  security  -as  the  number  of 
weapons  are  reduced.  But  as  important 
as  this  objective  is,  there  are  other  con¬ 
siderations  that  are  vital  to  acceptance  of 
any  agreement  when  it  is  scrutinized  by 
the  public,  military,  and  Congress:  the 
Soviets:  and  the  other  members  of  the 
nuclear  club.  Some  of  these  ancillary 
objectives  are  as  follows. 

Reductions  must: 

1 .  Preserve  a  reasonable  strategic 
balance,  increase  overall  strategic 
stability,  and  maintain  appropriate  levels 
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of  weapons  to  support  our  deterrent 
strategy.  Considering  each  country’s  tar¬ 
get  base,  the  US  would  need  to  counter 
between  6,000  and  7,000  targets  and  the 
Soviets  one-half  that  number  tor  each 
side  to  hold  the  other  at  risk.  One  side 
cannot  be  asked  to  give  substantially 
more  than  the  other  or  to  accept  a  posi¬ 
tion  of  strategic  inferiority. 

2.  Address  systems  that  are  sig¬ 
nificant  threats  to  US  security  and  con¬ 
tinue  to  support  the  US  nuclear  doctrine 
of  flexible  response.  Arbitrary  numbers 
as  "total  weapons  goals"  defeat  our  deter¬ 
rent  strategy  of  sufficiency.  The  final 
results  of  any  reduction  must  support  our 
requirements. 

3.  Be  absolutely  verifiable  without  In¬ 
vasive,  complex  Inspections.  Reduction 
modifications  to  weapon  systems  must  be 
impractical  or  impossible  to  reverse. 

4.  Limit  the  number  of  launch  plat¬ 
forms  under  the  premise  that  It  Is  difficult 
or  impossible  to  verity  compliance  at  the 
Individual  weapon  level. 

5.  Be  simple  to  quantify  and  equate — 
specifically,  reductions  should  be  in  kind. 
For  example,  the  INF  Treaty  eradicated 
missiles  for  missiles  and  resulted  in  the 
elimination  of  an  entire  class  of  weapons. 

6.  Be  politically  acceptable  within  the 
general  US  population  and  be  significant 
in  terms  of  reducing  the  number  of 
nuclear  weapons  available  to  any  nation 
included  in  the  negotiations. 

7.  Result  In  lower  costs  in  the  strategic 
arena  and  not  require  significant  in¬ 
creases  in  tactical  systems  to  compensate 
for  the  reductions;  that  is,  they  must  be 
cost-effective. 

8.  Reduce  the  probability  of  losing 
control  of  nuclear  weapons  as  the  result 
of  an  accident,  sabotage,  or  radical 
change  in  either  internal  or  external 
politics  of  the  parties  involved.  This  is 
particularly  important  today  with  the 
rapid  changes  taking  place  in  Eastern 


Europe <uiu  the  !nt<  i.ia!  uin'e.^i  within  the 
Soviet  Union. 

9.  Not  <  rente  Incentives  to  violate  the 
terms  or  Intent  of  the  agreements. 

Assumptions  on  SHug  Future 
Reductions 

'lhe  trend  in  nucl-ai  tone  structures 
Is  to  "build  down ."  'lias  is  a  significant 
change  from  the  "buildup"  mentality  of 
the  1970s  and  1980.-,  and  represents  a 
major  challenge  to  those  charged  with 
designing  deterrent  force  structures  that 
will  ensure  peace. 

The  first  assumption  is  that  Hie  cur¬ 
rent  START  proposals  will  be  ratified 
without  major  change  in  Iheii  limits  or 
definitions.  The  current  proposal  on  the 
table  at  Geneva  limits  total  accountable 
warheads  to  6,000.  Of  these  accountable 
warheads.  4,900  can  be  on  ballistic  mis¬ 
siles.  Additionally,  each  side  is  limited  to 
1,600  strategic  nuclear  delivery  vehicles 
(SNDV).  Each  ballistic  missile  or  bomber 
counts  as  one  SNDV.  lire  bomber  count¬ 
ing  rule  is  embedded  in  the  proposal  and 
is  designed  with  two  main  goals  in  mind: 
to  encourage  each  side  to  place  war  heads 
on  more  stabilizing  weapon  systems  such 
as  bombers  and  to  simplify  the  counting 
procedures  for  air  launched  cruise  mis¬ 
siles  (ALCM).  'lhe  INF  Treaty  addresses 
land-based  cruise  missiles,  but  sea- 
based  cruise  missiles  are  not  included  In 
the  discussions. 

The  US  position  the  one  that  seems 
most  likely  to  be  approved,  Is  to  allocate 
a  value  of  10  ALCMs  to  each  ALCM- 
capable  aircraft.  This  counting  rule 
allows  each  side  to  “discount"  the  ALCM 
carrier  as  to  the  number  of  AIX^Ms  ac¬ 
tually  carried .  Therefore,  an  aircraft  that 
can  carry  more  than  10  ALCMs  will  be 
assessed  a  warhead  value  of  1 0,  while  the 
aircraft  counts  as  one  SNDV.  These 
bomber  and  ALCM  counting  rules  explain 
the  difference  in  accountable  and  actual 
weapons. 
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Another  assumption.  In  view  of  the 
changing  threat,  is  that  there  will  be  pres¬ 
sures  to  further  reduce  the  strategic  ar¬ 
senals  of  the  superpowers.  Further, 
these  reductions  would  be  framed  in 
similar  types  of  limitations  and  have  the 
same  goals  as  previously  listed.  Primary 
among  these  goals  is  the  desire  to  en¬ 
hance  stability  as  the  strategic  Inventory 
shrinks.  In  an  effort  to  bound  the  piob- 
lem  of  a  hypothetical  START  following  the 
current  effort,  tills  paper  has  assumed  a 
further  50- percent  cut  in  strategic  forces 
with  the  same  type  discount  rules  and 
limitations  that  are  currently  being  con¬ 
sidered.  The  force  structures  would  have 
the  following  limitations:  3,000  account¬ 
able  warheads  of  which  2,450  could  be  on 
ballistic  missiles,  and  800  SNDVs. 

Options  to  Reach  the  New  START 
Limitations 

Outlined  below  are  six  options  to  size 
the  strategic  forces  to  meet  the  assumed 
START  limits.  Hi  ere  are  an  infinite  num¬ 
ber  of  options  and  force  numbers  that 
could  be  investigated,  but  these  six  are 
representative  and  offer  a  realistic  com¬ 
parison  while  bounding  the  problem. 

Option  1  is  the  base  case  and  shows 
that  major  cuts  in  the  tetrad  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  fit  future  START  limits.  This 
option  requires  the  reduction  of  over  250 
SNDVs  and  half  of  the  accountable  war¬ 
heads.  Due  to  the  bomber  discounting 
rules  and  the  ballistic  missile  warhead 
limits,  the  majority  of  cuts  must  be  made 
in  the  multiple  warhead  systems,  the  bal¬ 
listic  missiles.  Each  Mlnuteman  (MM)  ni 
has  three  and  each  Trident  D-5  missile 
has  eight  accountable  warheads.  There¬ 
fore,  the  elimination  of  each  SNDV  in 
these  systems  eliminates  three  or  eight 
accountable  warheads. 

Option  2  shows  the  elimination  of  all 
land-based  ICBMs  and  results  in  a  triad 
of  bombers,  SLBMs,  and  cruise  missiles. 
Due  to  START  limitations,  this  option 


stops  SLUM  submarine  production  after 
Trident  13.  and  reduces  tube  capability 
from  24  to  23  in  older  (o  meet  the  2.450 
limit  of  ballistic  missile  warheads.  How¬ 
ever.  tills  reduction  in  SLBMs  still  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  accountable  warhead  limit  of 
3.000  by  over  500.  Options  3  and  4 
reduce  the  numbers  of  ALCM  carriers  and 
SLBMs  to  achieve  START  limits. 

To  meet  the  assumed  START  limits, 
option  3  reduces  the  number  of  ALCM 
carriers  (B-52H)  from  95  to  43.  This  ac¬ 
tion  meets  the  limitations  but  results  in 
the  loss  of  1 ,040  actual  warheads,  again 
because  of  the  bomber/ALCM  discount 
rules. 

Option  4  reduces  the  number  of  sub¬ 
marines  to  10,  with  23  versus  24  opera¬ 
tional  tubes  to  meet  the  3,000 
accountable  warhead  limit. 

Option  5  maintains  the  tetrad  but 
reduces  each  ballistic  missile  leg.  Each 
leg  is  small  with  nine  submarines  with  14 
tubes  each,  123  MM  Ills,  and  50 
Peacekeepers. 

Option  6  includes  ICBMs,  bombers, 
and  ALCMs  and  is  the  option  that  best 
balances  the  three  constraints  of  the  as¬ 
sumed  START  limits — SNDVs,  account¬ 
able  warheads,  and  ballistic  missile 
warheads — while  providing  over  6,800 
actual  warheads. 

Details  of  Options 

Option  1:  Maintain  tetrad — retire 
Mlnuteman  II,  cap  Trident  submarines  at 
13  of  planned  21  (nine  are  at  sea  and 
seven  are  funded). 


SNDVs 

Accountable 

Warheads 

Actual 

Warheads 

50  Peacekeeper  (PK) 

500* 

500 

312  D-5 

2,496* 

2,496 

425  MM  III 

1,275* 

1.275 

95  B-52H  (AUCM  Carter) 

950 

1,900 

97  B  IB 

97 

1,552** 

_ Z§  B  2 

_ Z5 

1.500" 

1,054*“ 

5,393 

9,223 

‘Total  of  4.241  accountable  ballistic  missile  warheads. 
START  would  allow  only  2450 
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~Bwd  on  10  Man*  wesson*  per  B-1B  and  20  par  B-2. 
Number*  could  Buctuaw  d  apendtoq  on  weapctuoonhg  oration  end 
hiel  load.  Reduction  from  192  to  79  B-as  would  naduoa  B-2 
weapone  to  1 .800,  a  taaa  oM  .040  weapons  and  97  SNDVa. 

“Total  at  1,111  8NDV*.  START  would  a*ow  only  000. 
Option  1  requires  reduction  In  SNDVa  and  awoountebtowarhsada 
to  maat  aeeunrptione  about  START  Bstito. 

Option  2:  Retire  all  ICBMs.  FlU  23  of 
24  tubes  on  13  Trident  submarines  to 
remain  below  2,450  ballistic  missile  war¬ 
head  limit. 


SNDVa 

AccamUbN  Wartmmk 

Actual  Warfweda 

299  0-5 

2,392 

2,392 

95  B-52H 

950 

1,900 

97  MB 

97 

1,552 

75  B-2 

_ Z5 

1.500 

566 

3,514* 

7,344 

*3,514  exceeds  3,000  accountable  warhead  ImlL  Option  3 
reduces  B-52H*  and  option  4  reduce*  SLBMs  to  reach  warhead 

■mil 

Option  3: 

Reduce  B-52Hs  to  43.  keep 

13  submarines. 

SNDVa 

Accountable  Warheads 

Actual  Warhaadi 

299  D  5 

2,392 

2,392 

43  B-52H 

430 

860 

97  B-1B 

97 

1,552 

75  B-2 

__ZS 

LS99 

514 

2,994 

6,304 

Option  3  results  in  a  loss  of  over  55 
percent  of  B-52Hs  (the  primary  conven¬ 
tional  strategic  asset  after  the  mid-  1990s) 
and  has  the  lowest  number  of  actual 
weapons  of  any  of  the  options. 


Option  4:  Reduce  submarines  to  10 
with  23  tubes  each  to  reach  limits. 


SNDVs 

Ari-yjnlablaWartwads 

Actual  Warheads 

230  D  5 

1,840 

1,840 

95  B-52H 

950 

1,900 

97  B  IB 

97 

1,552 

75  B-2 

_ Z5 

1.500 

497 

2,962 

6,792 

This  results  in  a  cancellation  of  three 
Trident  submarines  compared  with  op¬ 
tion  2. 


Option  5:  Tetrad  with  small  ICBM  and 

SLBM  legs, 
tubes. 

Nine  submarines 

have  14 

SNDVs 

Accountable  Warheads  Actual  Warheads 

126  D-5 

1,008 

1,008 

123  MM  ill 

369 

369 

50  PK 

500 

500 

95  B-52H 

950 

1,900 

97  B-1B 

97 

1  552 

75  B-2 

_ Z5 

1.5SM 

566 

2,999 

6.829 

Option  6: 

Triad  of  ICBMs. 

bombers. 

and  ALCMs — eliminate  all  SLBMs. 

SNDVa 

Accountable  Warheads  Actual  Warheads 

50  PK 

500 

500 

459  MM  III 

1,377 

1,377 

95  B-52H 

950 

1,900 

97  B-1B 

97 

1.552 

75  B-2 

_ Z5 

1.50Q 

776 

2.999 

6,829 

Assessment 

A  TRIAD 

OF  land-based 

ICBMs. 

ALCMs,  and  bombers,  like  the  one 
described  in  option  6,  meets  all  the 
negotiation  objectives  listed  earlier.  This 
modernized  triad  offers  all  the  strengths 
of  the  current  tetrad  and  eliminates  the 
weaknesses,  such  as  low  alert  rates  and 
poor  connectivity  ingrained  in  the  SLBM. 
These  changes  also  increase  stability  in 
the  nuclear  response  forces  by  eliminat¬ 
ing  the  greatest  threat  to  our  national 
command  authorities  (NCA),  bomber 
force,  and  command  and  control  sys¬ 
tems — the  Soviet  SLBMs.  Due  to  the 
mobility  factor  of  the  modernized 
ICBMs — rail-mobile  Peacekeepers — the 
ICBM  leg  will  regain  the  survivability  it 
lost  with  deployment  of  modem,  accurate 
Soviet  ICBM  systems.  Like  the  SLBMs, 
the  Peacekeepers  will  be  able  to  deploy 
and  hide  in  millions  of  square  miles,  thus 
making  them  survivable  and  enduring. 
Additionally,  by  eliminating  SLBMs,  our 
nuclear  forces  would  be  more  mission 
survivable,  due  to  more  time  for  secure. 
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reliable  communications  with  the  NCA, 
and  result  In  more  weapons  available  for 
deterrence  due  to  the  high  alert  rate  of 
ICBMs.  The  SLBM  alert  rate  Is  ap¬ 
proximately  30  percent,  while  the  ICBM 
alert  rate  Is  over  95  percent. 

Eliminating  the  SLBM  from  both 
superpower  Inventories  Increases 
stability.  As  we  look  at  reductions,  nor¬ 
mally  we  focus  on  “what  we  give  up"  and 
neglect  “what  we  get"  when  the  other  side 
gives  up  a  weapon  system.  The  elimina¬ 
tion  of  the  Soviet  SLBM  threat  Is  the 
single  most  compelling  reason  to  replace 
the  tetrad  with  this  triad.  The  Soviet 
SLBM  is  the  system  that  most  directly 
threatens  our  NCA,  bomber  force,  and  the 
connectivity  with  all  our  nuclear  forces, 
due  to  the  short  flight  time  of  Soviet 
SLBMs.  These  flight  times  may  be  as 
small  as  eight  minutes  depending  on 
geographic  target  location  and  submarine 
location.  Tills  short  flight  time  forces  our 
NCA  to  near  Instantaneous  response 
decisions  upon  notification  of  “missiles 
inbound."  Elimination  of  this  threat 
would  Increase  our  attack  assessment 
and  decision  response  time  three-  to  four¬ 
fold  over  the  amount  of  time  we  have  for 
these  critical  decisions  today.  These 
extra  minutes  make  the  difference  In  a 
measured  response  versus  a  nuclear 
spasm. 

This  triad  will  aid  In  our  doctrine  of 
flexible  response  due  to  reliable  com¬ 
munications  with  these  land-based 
forces  anti  greater  survivability.  These 
forces  can  be  retargeted  much  easier  and 
quicker  than  those  at  sea.  and  by  main¬ 
taining  a  strong  mix  of  bombers,  the  NCA 
will  have  readily  available  forces  to  target 
a  single  weapon  against  a  single  target  if 
desired.  With  more  weapons  on  alert 
compared  to  the  number  available  with 
the  SLBM,  our  national  command 
authorities  would  have  more  flexibility  in 
response  options  than  with  other  triad 
mixes.  For  example,  if  an  SLBM  were 
used  lor  selective  strike,  the  target  would 


receive  eight  warheads  In  a  constrained 
“footprint."  Additionally,  it  Is  chancy  to 
fire  only  a  portion  of  the  SLBMs  on  a 
submarine  and  be  assured  the  remainder 
are  secure  for  later  use,  due  to  the  chance 
of  revealing  the  submarine’s  position  and 
making  it  vulnerable  to  antisubmarine 
warfare  (ASW). 

A  comparison  of  the  number  of  ballistic 
missile  alert  weapons  available  reveals 
1,877  for  option  6  (the  recommended  op¬ 
tion)  and  552  for  option  4  (the  SLBM  and 
bomber  triad).  Over  three  times  as  many 
ballistic  missiles  would  be  available  for 
retaliatory  strike  by  using  ICBMs  Instead 
of  SLBMs.  In  option  4,  there  would  only 
be  three  submarines  on  alert  (in  firing 
position)  at  any  one  time.  A  single  Soviet 
torpedo,  stray  mine,  or  catastrophic  acci¬ 
dent  could  reduce  the  nation's  ballistic 
missile  deterrence  by  33  percent  If  a 
single  submarine  were  lost. 

SLBMs  would  be  the  simplest  leg  of  the 
tetrad  to  eliminate  in  terms  of  arms  con¬ 
trol  verification  and  the  one  most  imprac¬ 
tical  to  reverse  once  the  submarines  have 
been  rendered  incapable  of  supporting  a 
SLBM  or  destroyed,  depending  on  the 
terms  of  the  treaties.  Each  nation's  re¬ 
quirements  for  submarines  to  perform 
other  duties,  like  defending  sea-lanes  of 
communications,  would  not  be  hampered 
by  these  agreements.  Each  nation  knows 
exactly  how  many  SLBM  submarines  the 
other  has  and  each  has  already  Instituted 
varying  degrees  of  verification/counting 
procedures  for  SLBMs  under  current 
treaties.  It  would  be  simple  and  minimal¬ 
ly  invasive  for  each  side  to  ensure  that  the 
SLBM  submarines  were  either  destroyed, 
modified  for  other  uses,  or  had  their 
SLBM  hatches  welded  shut  after  being 
filled  with  ballast  materials. 

Elimination  of  an  entire  class  of 
weapons,  in  this  case  SLBMs,  would  be 
In  concert  with  recent  reductions  in 
nuclear  weapons.  The  INF  Treaty  was 
heralded  around  the  world  as  a  major 
breakthrough  in  arms  negotiations.  This 
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type  of  reduction  was  so  unique  that  the 
nuclear  doomsday  clock,  that  has  been 
slowly  inching  its  way  toward  midnight 
(doomsday)  for  the  past  few  decades,  was 
set  back  a  few  minutes,  signifying  a  safer 
world.  Destruction  of  another  class  of 
weapons  Instead  of  piecemeal  reduction 
of  all  types — no  matter  the  number — has 
an  Impact  that  cannot  be  matched  by 
other  avenues  of  cuts. 

The  only  objective  not  yet  addressed 
directly  Is  the  Issue  of  cost.  Even  though 
cost  should  not  be  the  major  criterion 
when  the  security  of  the  nation  is  at 
stake,  we  cannot  dodge  the  issue  In  this 
era  of  public  demand  for  less  defense 
expenditures.  If  the  nation  can  provide 
for  Its  security  more  efficiently,  then  It 
should  do  so.  In  a  period  of  further 
START  reductions,  like  those  outlined 
thus  far.  we  can  have  increased  security 
for  less  cost. 

It  is  difficult  to  determine  an  exact  cost 
for  the  options  discussed,  but  the  follow¬ 
ing  figures  will  serve  to  Illustrate  the  mag¬ 
nitude  of  the  savings  If  we  were  to  adopt 
the  ICBM/bomber/ cruise  missile  triad. 
The  ICBM  Is  the  most  cost-effective  leg  of 
the  current  tetrad,  consuming  ap¬ 
proximately  19  percent  of  the  annual 
support  costs  while  carrying  75-80  per¬ 
cent  of  the  warheads  in  day-to-day  alert. 
The  support  costs  for  the  SLBM  Is  over  50 
percent  more  than  that  of  the  ICBM,  while 
that  force  carries  approximately  15  per¬ 
cent  of  the  day-to-day  alert  warheads. 
Additionally,  the  procurement  cost  of 
each  Trident  SSBN  with  D-5  missiles  Is 
approximately  $2.2  billion,  not  Including 
such  items  as  crew;  maintenance;  re¬ 
search,  development,  test  and  evaluation 
(RDT&E);  and  support.  The  Navy  plans 
on  procuring  2 1  of  these  boats — nine  are 
already  under  way,  seven  are  in  various 
stages  of  construction  or  funding,  and 
another  five  are  in  the  out-year  budgets. 
Ignoring  the  possibility  of  canceling  cur¬ 
rent  construction  or  funding,  we  plan  on 
spending  $11  billion  on  the  remainder  of 


the  SLBM  fleet.  By  comparison,  the 
Peacekeeper  rail  garrison  s  (rail- mobile 
ICBMs)  cost  for  deployment  is  $5.6  billion 
spread  over  seven  years  (fiscal  years 
1989-95). 

By  any  method  of  cost  analysis,  a  triad 
of  ballistic  missiles  (mobile  Peacekeepers 
and  Minuteman  Ills).  ALCMs,  and  bomb¬ 
ers  is  more  cost-effective  and  cost- 
efBcient  than  any  option  that  includes 
SLBMs.  The  "-3M  has  redundant 
capabilities  in  a  modernized  triad,  at  a 
higher  cost  when  compared  with  the 
ICBM — 50- percent  higher  operating  cost, 
one-third  of  the  alert  posture,  and 
enough  current  and  out -year  funding  to 
pay  for  mobile  Peacekeepers  three  times 
over.  In  an  era  of  future  arms  reductions 
and  tightening  budgets,  a  deterrent 
structure  that  includes  the  SLBM  is  “nice 
to  have,’  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  the 
security  of  this  nation  and  is  not  fiscally 
responsible.  Most  Importantly,  elimina¬ 
tion  of  SLBMs  from  both  sides  Increases 
stability  and  security.  In  a  final  account¬ 
ing,  the  United  States  really  does  get 
“more  for  less’  if  SLBMs  are  eliminated 
tlirough  START  negotiations. 


Long-Range  Benefits 

T HE  PURPOSE  of  this  paper  has  been  to 
advocate  a  change  in  the  deterrent 
strategy  of  the  United  States — reshape 
our  strategic  nuclear  forces  to  a  triad  of 
ICBMs,  bombers,  and  cruise  missiles.  To 
ensure  that  this  shift  is  not  a  shortsighted 
exercise  that  leaves  this  nation  vul¬ 
nerable  or  without  flexible  options  for  the 
future,  it  would  be  prudent  to  look  at  the 
impacts  of  this  change. 

Bomber  and  Missile  Survivability 

If  we  eliminate  submarine  launched 
ballistic  missiles,  then  we  must  answer 
the  fundamental  question:  How  does  the 
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US  ensure  the  survival  of  a  retaliatory 
force  In  a  surprise  attack?  First,  the 
bombers  are  more  survlvable  In  a  world 
in  which  nations  have  eliminated  SLBMs 
because  the  attack  warning  time  will  be 
substantially  Increased.  Since  the  bomb¬ 
ers  are  recallable,  they  can  be  launched 
on  warning  provided  by  satellites.  Satel¬ 
lite  warning  time  corresponds  to  20  to  30 
minutes. 

While  the  bombers  are  recallable  if 
launched  on  warning,  missiles  are  not. 
This  creates  a  powerful  Incentive  to  not 
launch  on  warning  of  an  attack  under  the 
presumption  that  the  attack  warning  sys¬ 
tem  may  malfunct  Ion.  For  the  purpose  of 
this  analysis,  the  author  presumes  that 
the  missiles  would  not  be  committed  to 
launch  until  the  attack  is  verified  by  the 
occurrence  of  nuclear  detonations  on 
sovereign  US  soil.  Given  the  accuracy 
and  yield  of  the  Soviet  ICBMs,  such  a 
presumption  places  the  nonmobile,  land- 
based  missiles  at  risk  In  a  preemptive 
strike. 

If,  however,  absolute  verification  of  an 
attack  can  be  moved  forward  in  time  to 
about  15  minutes  before  the  first  war¬ 
head  impacts,  mission  survival  of  the 
land-based  missiles  would  be  assured  by 
launch  upon  that  verification.  That  ab¬ 
solute  and  timely  verification  of  an  attack 
could  be  provided  by  a  very  limited 
deployment  of  the  first  phase  of  the 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative  (SDI)  shield. 
With  the  SLBM  eliminated,  the  practical 
azimuths  of  attack  on  the  missile  fields 
are  reduced,  allowing  a  single  Antlballis- 
tlc  Missile  (ABM)  Treaty-compliant  defen¬ 
sive  system  to  absolutely  guarantee 
mission  survival  of  the  nonmobile  ICBMs. 
Such  an  ABM  system  would  defeat  any 
small-scale  attack,  accidental  or  other¬ 
wise,  while  providing  the  capability  to 
definitively  probe — that  Is,  absolutely 
verify — a  large-scale  attack  against  the 
United  States.  Once  the  attack  is 
probed — that  is.  a  number  of  intercepts 
made  and  the  debris  remotely  evaluated 


to  determine  the  types  of  warheads  in¬ 
volved — the  NCA  could  release  the  ICBMs 
that  were  at  risk  for  a  retaliatory  strike. 

Nuclear  Terrorism 

Currently,  four  developing  nations 
have  nuclear  weapons  and  seven  have 
long-range  missile  systems.  By  eliminat¬ 
ing  SLBMs  from  the  arsenals  of  the  su¬ 
perpowers,  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
United  States  would  be  less  likely  to  be 
“tricked"  Into  war  by  an  unstable  third- 
world  dictator,  like  Muammar  Qadhafl. 
Proliferation  of  sophisticated  weapons 
and  delivery  systems  is  accelerating,  and 
they  are  available  to  those  willing  to  pay 
the  price.  In  the  current  decade,  it  is  not 
unthinkable  that  the  means  of  under¬ 
water  missile  deployment  could  become 
available  to  these  same  third-world 
countries. 

Under  current  force  profiles,  if  a 
nuclear-armed  weapon  were  launched 
from  under  the  sea  and  Impacted  on 
Soviet  or  US  territory,  each  of  the  super¬ 
powers  would  blame  the  other,  and 
denials  may  not  come  quickly  enough  to 
avert  catastrophe.  The  Soviets  have  an 
excellent  capability  to  look  into  our  mis¬ 
sile  fields,  as  we  do  theirs,  and  determine 
if  an  ICBM  came  from  our  soil.  However, 
their  capability  to  detect  a  launch  from 
under  the  oceans  is  limited.  The  United 
States  is  not  similarly  limited  in  this 
capability,  but  ^nce  launched  and  in  the 
absence  of  conflicting  information,  the  US 
would  assume  that  the  missile  was 
Soviet.  By  removing  the  SLBMs  from 
both  Inventories,  the  United  States  and 
Soviet  Union  would  know  that  an  SLBM 
attack  would  not  be  the  work  of  the  other 
country  and  would  avoid  being  dragged 
into  a  nuclear  exchange  by  a  third  party. 

Technological  Breakthroughs 

One  of  the  reasons  the  triad/tetrad  has 
always  enjoyed  support  has  been  the  ra¬ 
tionale  that  a  technological  breakthrough 
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could  render  one  of  the  legs  vulnerable 
but  not  put  our  deterrent  strategy  at  risk. 
To  this  end.  It  appears  that  the  Soviets 
have  already  made  Inroads  Into  the 
strengths  the  US  has  enjoyed  In  sub¬ 
marine  technology  and  antisubmarine 
warfare.  Improvements  In  the  Soviet 
Delta  IV  and  Typhoon  submarines  have 
made  them  quieter,  and  they  are  armed 
with  more  accurate  missiles.  Therefore 
they  are  more  difficult  to  pinpoint  and 
they  put  more  of  our  forces  at  risk,  includ¬ 
ing  many  of  our  “hard"  targets.  Each 
generation  of  Soviet  submarine  is  quieter 
and  narrows  the  technology  gap,  making 
the  new  ships  more  difficult  to  track  and 
defend  against.  The  Soviets  appear  to 
believe  the  technology  to  hide  their  sub¬ 
marines  Is  within  their  reach,  and  they 
fund  it  appropriately. 

The  Soviets  also  heavily  fund  their 
ASW  effort,  and  both  the  US  and  Soviets 
are  working  feverishly  to  make  improve¬ 
ments.  Currently,  the  US  and  its  allies 
have  the  advantage  in  ASW;  however,  the 
Soviets  are  pursuing  the  technology  to 
develop  a  space-based  ASW  surveillance 
system  that  theoretically  could  render  the 
oceans  transparent  to  great  depths.  It  is 
only  logical  to  assume  that  the  US  is 
pursuing  similar  capabilities  to  defend 
primarily  against  the  SLBM  threat. 

Indirect  “Savings” 

Assuming  the  SLBMs  are  eliminated 
through  START  negotiations,  there  are 
other  savings  that  could  be  realized  in  a 
more  stable  and  secure  world  environ¬ 
ment.  The  US  military  stands  ready  to 
respond  to  Soviet  nuclear  attack  at  “a 
moment's  notice."  This  capability  to 
react  instantaneously  is  known  as  alert. 
There  are  thousands  of  military  members 
on  alert  at  this  very  moment,  each  ready 
to  respond.  This  capability  is  costly,  not 
only  in  dollars,  but  also  In  human 
stresses — and  stresses  can  cause  mis¬ 


takes.  It  is  entirely  feasible  and 
reasonable  that  a  reduction  in  the  threat 
could  be  accompanied  by  a  relaxation  in 
the  number  of  systems  on  immediate 
alert  or  the  level  of  alert  status.  As  an 
example,  the  US  bomber  force  commits 
approximately  one- third  of  Its  airframes 
to  immediate  alert,  known  as  alpha  alert. 
The  crews  are  restricted  to  the  alert 
facility  or  selected  parts  of  the  base  to  be 
able  to  launch  their  aircraft  in  a  matter  of 
minutes. 

If  the  primary  threat  to  the  alert 
aircraft,  the  SLBMs,  was  eliminated  and 
the  air  crews  had  three  to  four  times  the 
reaction  times  they  now  have,  it  is  logical 
that  a  reduced  alert  status  would  be  ap¬ 
propriate.  in  and  of  itself,  this  is  a  less 
threatening  and  more  stabilizing  position 
with  no  loss  of  security.  A  similar  case 
could  be  made  for  the  ICBM  force, 
depending  on  the  deployment  mode  and 
location. 


Conclusion 

The  OVERARCHING  thesis  of  this 
paper  is  that  the  United  States  must  seize 
the  changes  that  are  taking  place  in  the 
world  and  benefit  from  them.  It  is  time  to 
art  and  not  react — a  time  io  set  the  agen¬ 
da  and  make  our  world  safer  and  more 
secure.  At  the  same  time,  we  must  realize 
that  the  biggest  threat  to  our  national 
survival  is  still  the  nuclear  forces  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  Our  objective  remains  as  it 
always  was — to  counter  that  threat.  In 
the  past  decades  both  nations  have 
count  ered  the  threat  of  the  other  by  build¬ 
ing  up  their  amis,  and  in  doing  so.  the 
balance  that  each  was  trying  to  obtain 
became  unstable.  With  the  recent 
changes  In  the  Soviet  Union,  for  whatever 
reason,  the  door  is  open  to  a  build  down 
in  nuclear  weapons,  and  the  opportunity 
to  add  stability  to  the  remaining  systems 
is  within  reach. 
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As  we  reach  for  that  opportunity,  some 
of  the  “truths"  that  have  served  us  well 
during  the  arms  buildups  should  be 
revisited  to  determine  If  they  are  relevant 
to  the  end  position  each  side  is  striving  to 
obtain — security,  stability,  and  reduced 
costs.  While  elimination  of  an  entire 
class  of  nuclear  weapon  systems  reduces 
the  threatening  posture  of  each  side. 


elimination  of  the  SLBM  most  enhances 
those  objectives.  With  its  removal,  the 
nation's  deterrent  strategy  is  still  served 
by  a  triad  that  has  all  the  benefits  of  the 
former  triad  and  tetrad.  At  the  same  time 
we  enjoy  these  benefits  for  less  cost  in  a 
safer  world.  A  triad  of  ICBMs.  bombers, 
and  cruise  missiles  does  give  this  nation 
“more  for  less.” 


A  Note  on  Essay  Source* 


The  data  In  this  essay  was  compiled  from 
numerous  unclassified  Department  of  Defense  pub¬ 
lications  dealing  with  strategic  nuclear  force  struc¬ 
ture  and  arms  control  Issues,  as  well  as  from 
sources  In  the  nonmilitary  sector.  Two  references. 
In  particular,  provided  conceptual  and  quantitative 
material  for  the  essay: 


Barry  R.  Schneider.  ‘Dyad  or  Triad.'  Defense  A 
Diplomacy  7,  no.  9  (September  1989):  30-35:  and 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency.  Issues 
Brief:  Stmieyu  Arms  Reduction  Talks  (START) 
(Washington  ’  C.:  Government  Printing  Office.  25 
April  1991) 
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Introduction 

War  is  hell  but  peace  is  a  pain  in  the  ass. 

— James  Schleslnger 


IN  EVERY  struggle  there  is  what  Carl  von 
Clausewitz  described  as  the  “culminating 
point  of  victory."  This  is  the  point  at 
which  one  side,  apparently  successful, 
must  end  the  attack,  revert  to  the 
defense,  and  accept  the  peace.  If  the 
victor-presumptive  does  not  realize  that 
the  culminating  point  has  been  reached 
and  continues  to  press  forward,  the 
struggle  can  be  lost.  Defeat,  it  is  said,  can 
be  snatched  from  the  very  Jaws  of  victory. 
The  culminating  point  in  the  cold  war  to 
contain  a  hostile  Soviet  will  has  been 
reached.  We  may  be  on  the  verge  of 
overshooting  it.  If  we  do,  our  hard-won 
victory  could  become  a  costly  defeat.  The 
Issue  hinges  on  the  single  integrated 
operational  plan  (SIOP)  we  build  for 
■perestroika. 

The  general  nuclear  war  plan  of  the 
United  States  exists  to  deter  nuclear  ag¬ 
gression.  This  plan — called  the  SIOP — is 
the  vehicle  for  applying  nuclear  strikes 
against  the  Soviet  enemy.  Our  strategic 
nuclear  forces  and  the  SIOP  deter  aggres¬ 
sion  by  having  the  capability  to  devastate 
the  Sdviet  Union  should  that  nation 
cause  deterrence  to  fail.  The  SIOP  is  not 
a  static  plan.  Changes  in  capability,  con¬ 
straints  levied  on  it.  evolving  visions  of 
what  deters  best,  and  presidential 
guidance  all  affect  the  plan. 

Perestroika  seeks  to  increase  and  en¬ 
hance  Soviet  national  power  over  the  long 
term.  It  plans  to  accomplish  this  objec¬ 
tive  by  introducing  democratization 
within  the  Soviet  Union  and  its  former 
client  states,  reforming  Soviet  economic 


structures,  improving  superpower  rela¬ 
tions.  and  altering  Soviet  military 
capabilities.  Thus,  perestroika  exerts 
pressure  on  each  of  the  elements  in¬ 
fluencing  the  SIOP.  That  the  SIOP  will 
change  is  inevitable.1  That  we  have  the 
wisdom  to  structure  those  changes  ac¬ 
cording  to  a  shared  vision  of  the  role  of 
nuclear  force  in  the  future  is  not.  Unless 
we  apprehend  the  essential  element  un¬ 
derpinning  deterrence  theory,  share  a 
vision  of  nuclear  strategy  with  the 
Soviets,  and  restructure  our  forces  and 
plans  to  be  faithful  to  it,  we  will  have 
passed  the  culminating  point. 

The  positive  outcomes  of  perestroika 
for  the  United  States  ultimately  will  be 
determined  both  by  our  beliefs  regarding 
Soviet  will  and  Intent  and  by  reassess¬ 
ment  of  our  present  deterrence  theory. 
Unless  we  reconsider  our  views  regarding 
Soviet  will  and  intent  and,  in  so  doing, 
return  with  them  to  the  first  principles  of 
the  deterrence  paradigm,  our  opportunity 
for  a  better  future  may  pass.  That  better 
future  is  one  in  which  our  reliance  on 
nuclear  weapons  as  the  ultimate  guaran¬ 
tors  of  our  security  and  arbiters  of  our 
destiny  is  greatly  diminished — 
diminished,  in  fact,  almost  to  the  point  of 
vanishing. 

This  thesis  rests  on  the  assumption 
that  since  Soviet  and  presidential  decla¬ 
rations  support  pursuit  of  arms  reduc¬ 
tions,  both  weapons  and  delivery  vehicles 
will  be  reduced.  If  risk  reduction  is  truly 
a  goal,  the  number  of  missiles  will  be 
reduced  more  sharply  than  the  number 
of  bombers,  causing  changes  in  the  com- 
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position  of  SIOP  alert  and  generated 
forces .  If,  in  this  process,  both  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  can  come  to 
share  a  vision  of  nuclear  deterrence,  a 
mutually  accepted  and  supported 
strategic  relationship  could  result.  Of  all 
the  forces  Influencing  the  SIOP,  the 
restructuring  of  superpower  relations  has 
brought  us  to  the  culminating  point.  It 
has  the  potential  to  cause  the  most 
profound  and  enduring  changes. 

The  Challenge 

The  RESTRUCTURING  of  International 
relations  has  led  to  a  new  Soviet  commit¬ 
ment  to  active  diplomacy  and  an  agenda 
which  includes  the  pursuit  of  arms 
reduction  Initiatives.  Mikhail  Gorbachev 
himself  spearheads  the  campaign  to 
restructure  International  perceptions  of 
the  Soviet  state  as  benign,  reforming,  and 
peacefully  progressive.  His  position  is 
summarized  in  the  conclusion  to  his 
book: 

We  want  peaceful  competition  between  different 
social  systems  to  develop  unimpeded,  to  en¬ 
courage  mutually  advantageous  cooperation 
rather  than  confrontation  and  an  arms  race.  .  . 
The  road  to  this  lies  through  proceeding  to  a 
nuclear-free,  non-violent  world.  We  have  em¬ 
barked  op  this  road.  and  call  on  other  nations  to 
follow  suit.2 

Apparent  commitment  to  this  position 
resulted  in  the  announcement  that  Soviet 
tanks  would  be  unilaterally  withdrawn 
from  East  Germany,  the  agreement  to 
retain  fewer  Soviet  troops  in  Europe  than 
the  United  States  is  allowed  to  retain, 
participation  in  defense  and  space 
negotiations,  discussions-  to  ellmtnate 
chemical  weapons,  negotiations  to 
withdraw  Soviet  forces  from  Czecho¬ 
slovakia  :ind  Poland,  the  agreement  to 
eliminate  intermediate  nuclear  forces 
from  Europe,  and  Strategic  Arms  Reduc¬ 
tion  Talks  (START)  aimed  at  reducing 


nuclear  weapons  and  strategic  delivery 
vehicles. 

Other  evidence  of  new  Soviet  thinking 
includes  the  admission  of  past  errors — 
the  Invasions  of  Czechoslovakia  and  Af¬ 
ghanistan  and  construction  of  the  Illegal 
missile  warning  radar  at  Krasnoyarsk. 
Exchanges  of  Information,  visits  by  senior 
military  officers.  Intrusive  inspections, 
and  access  to  nuclear  facilities,  sensitive 
military  Installations,  and  state-of-the- 
art  equipment  (new  bombers,  fighters, 
and  cruisers)  further  reinforce  a  new 
spirit  of  openness  and  cooperation.  All  of 
these  were  virtually  unthinkable  two 
years  ago.  All  are  nearly  routine  now.3 

Of  all  the  fertile  areas  for  cooperation, 
reductions  In  nuclear  forces  are  essential 
for  Improved  relations.  Since  nuclear 
weapons  cannot  be  "  unin  vented.”  It  Is 
unlikely  either  superpower  will  eliminate 
nuclear  weapons  entirely.4  Nonetheless, 
the  pursuit  of  reductions  appears  consis¬ 
tent  with  both  Gorbachev's  declarations 
and  the  27th  Congress  of  the  Communist 
party’s  decision  that  a  “purely  defensive” 
military  doctrine  be  “developed  and  im¬ 
plemented."*  Even  without  confirmation 
that  a  new  doctrine  has  been  ful*y  imple¬ 
mented,  both  superpowers  will  likely  at 
least  agree  to  begin  the  process  of  reduc¬ 
ing  strategic  nuclear  arms.  Support  for 
this  thesis  exists  in  President  George 
Bush’s  comments  to  reporters  after  his 
meetings  with  Gorbachev  at  Malta  and 
also  In  the  New  Year's  messages  ex¬ 
changed  by  these  heads  ol  state. 

On  the  island  of  Saint  Martin,  following 
the  meetings  at  Malta.  President  Bush 
told  reporters: 

We've  Instructed  the  Pentagon  to  do  some  very 
serious  analyses  In  terms  of  looking  at  what  kind 
of  force  will  be  needed  Into  the  future,  estimating 
as  best  they  ran  what  the  threat  will  be.  So.  we  re 
tn  the  process  of  doing  that  right  now  .  .  .  but  I 
would  not  look  for  the  administration  to  send  up 
dramatically  reduced  levels  of  spending  In 
defense.  1  hope  some  day  that  we  ran  have  a  far 
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In  his  New  Year  s  message  to  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  <  •mbachev  said: 

We  are  <tecply  tiMivtmed  that  an  epo<  h  of  peace 
is  feasible  We  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  USA.  it 
seems  h  »ve  alirady  made  a  c  hoice,  a  choice  In 
favor  of  cooperation  IXirlng  the  Malta 

meeting.  1‘resident  Hush  and  I  agreed  that  it  was 
essential  to  get  away  from  the  <T>Jd  war  and  this 
means  ahand''otng  cold  war  Instruments  as 
well.7 

President  Push  lesponded  In  his  message 
by  saying' 

We  agreed  to  redouble  our  efforts  to  diminish  the 
horrible  threat  from  weapons  of  mass  destruc¬ 
tion  and  to  pursue  with  other  uaMons  an  agree¬ 
ment  to  reduce  conventional  forces  in 
Eurofie  We  should  redouble  our  efforts  to 

forge  a  new  century  of  peace  and  freedom.8 

Thus,  the  president  of  the  United  States 
and  the  head  of  the  Union  of  Soviet 
Socialist  Republics  and  the  Communist 
Party  of  the  Soviet  Union  defined  how 
superpower  relations  would  be  restruc¬ 
tured.  They  have  suggested  at  least  one 
outcome  ot  Improved  relations  that  will 
affect  straleg'c  inici*»ai  forces:  reduction 
of  the  Iht eat  pos*»d  by  weapons  of  mass 
destruction. 


The  Significance  of 
the  Challenge 

'V 

1  HF.  IHRF.AI  hom  nnolear  weapons  can 
be  diminished  even  if  nuclear  weapons 
are  not  entirely  eliminated.  I.arge  reduc¬ 
tions  are  (he  most  direct  wav  to  diminish 
It.  Reductions  in  nuclear  weapons  on 
both  sides  will  likely  reduce  (he  size  of  the 
forces  available  lor  employment,  change 
the  composition  of  strategic  nuclear 
forces,  and  den  ease  the  number  of  Soviet 
nuclear  force  Installations.  Although 
each  of  these  results  will  be  examined,  the 
Inevitable  conclusion  is  that  a  future 
nwcleai  war  plan  could  rely  on  alert 
boiotv'!  (bices  In  bn!,)  bovlct  economic 


and  industrial  installations,  leadership, 
and  conventional  forces  at  risk.  Die 
smaller  alert  missile  force  and  the  entire 
generated  force  could  hold  Soviet  missile 
forces  and  generated  forces  at  risk. 

Unless  the  size  of  the  force  available  to 
employ  nuclear  weapons  Is  reduced  as 
the  number  of  weapons  is  negotiated 
downward,  there  will  be  little  diminution 
in  what  is  accurately  characterized  as  a 
horrible  threat.  Superpower  strategic 
nuclear  arsenals  today  are  estimated  to 
contain  over  22,000  weapons,  with  a  total 
equivalent  explosive  power  of  over  10,000 
megatons,  or  10  billion  tons,  of  TNT.9 
Since  a  single  megaton  is  equivalent 
to  approximately  70  simultaneous 
Hiroshima  explosions,  the  thought  of 
700,000  Hiroshlmas  Is  too  horrible  for 
human  comprehension.10  Thus,  an 
earnest  desire  to  reduce  the  threat  must 
result  In  reductions  of  both  weapons  and 
delivery  vehicles.  If  negotiations  are  suc¬ 
cessful.  a  future  SIOP  must  allow  for 
having  fewer  weapons  to  employ. 


Some  Possible  Responses 

As  WEAPONS  and  delivery  vehicles  are 
reduced,  the  composition  of  the  SIOP 
force  will  change  too.  It  will  change 
whethe’-  we  preserve  our  current  view 
regarding  deterrence  or  embrace  some 
more  basic,  but  equally  compelling,  view. 
The  relatively  brief  interval  between 
launch  and  detonation  and  the  large 
number  of  warheads  that  can  be  delivered 
in  a  short  period  of  time  make  land-  and 
sea-based  missiles  on  alert  the  most 
serious  component  of  the  threat.  The 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative  (SDI),  aimed 
at  countering  Soviet  ballistic  missiles, 
supports  that  view.  As  ihe  number  of 
delivery  vehicles  is  reduced  through 
negotiations,  efforts  to  curb  missile  war¬ 
heads  will  likely  be  a  priority. 1 1  To  reduce 
the  number  of  Soviet  missile  warheads 
below  4,900,  we  will  eventually  have  (o 
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reduce  our  own  forces  12  Since  preserv¬ 
ing  a  largo  number  of  missiles  on  both 
skies  will  not  appreciably  diminish  (he 
threat,  both  sides  must  greatly  retime 
their  numbers  ol  this  class  of  weapon  if 
•  hey  are  sincere  about  reducing  the 
threat 

Reducing  the  numbers  of  missiles  and 
missile  warheads  does  not  preclude  mod¬ 
ernizing  the  land-based  missile  force. 
Any  new  missiles  acquired  will  most  likely 
replace  older  missiles  already  deployed. 
Our  vision  of  nuclear  weapons  as  either 
war  lighting  tools  or  instruments  of 
deterrence  will  determine  the  charac¬ 
teristics  of  new  missiles.  In  terms  of  war¬ 
fighting  capability,  mobile  missiles 
provide  significant  advantages  over  land- 
based  missiles  In  fixed  silos. 

Mobile  missiles  are  more  survivable 
because  they  are  harder  for  the  enemy  to 
find.  Mobility  forces  the  adversary  to 
cope  with  many  potential  launch  points, 
thereby  greatly  complicating  the  target¬ 
ing  problem.  Yet.  three  former  chairmen 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  testified  that 
there  was  no  need  for  planned  rail-  and 
road  mobile  systems.1*  One  suggested 
that  if  missile  mobility  were  deemed  ad¬ 
vantageous,  sea-launched  systems  could 
provide  that  mobility.  Seaborne  mobility 
also  avoids  initial  development  costs  for 
new  systems  and  basing  schemes  and 
some  of  the  recurring  costs  for  military 
personnel  to  provide  crews  for  the  toree. 
Although  existing  sea-launched  systems 
do  provide  mobility,  they  do  not  provide 
targeting  or  retargeting  flexibility .  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  targeting  flexibility,  verification 
schemes  and  risk-reduction  protocols  are 
easier  for  new  land-based  mobiles  than 
they  are  for  either  submarines  or  a  large 
number  of  older  missiles  in  hardened  and 
fixed  sites.  Unlike  older  systems,  new 
missiles  and  basing  modes  can  be 
designed  to  facilitate  verification. 

In  the  most  restrictive  case  for  land- 
based  mobile  systems,  both  sides  can 
agree  to  keep  the  missiles  In  garrison. 


maintain  the  launchers  and  warheads  in 
separate  locations,  and  announce  any 
movement  or  mating  training  in  advance. 
Similarly,  the  allowable  numbers  of  mis¬ 
siles  in  submarine  launch  tubes  can  be 
verified  in  port,  and  training  can  follow 
similar  protocols.  Whether  land-based 
mobile  missiles  are  deployed  or  not.  fu¬ 
ture  strategic  forces  will  be  smaller  and 
have  fewer  missiles.  Fewer  missiles,  in 
turn,  will  probably  mean  comparatively 
more  mobile  missiles.  If  land-based 
mobile  intercontential  ballistic  missiles 
(ICBM)  are  not  acquired  or  are  bargained 
away,  sea-launched  missiles  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  provide  mobility. 

If  we  continue  to  think  of  deterrence  in 
the  same  ways  as  we  do  today.  SIOP 
forces  must  be  able  to  assure  a  certain 
amount  of  damage  to  different  categories 
in  the  adversary's  target  system.  Thus,  if 
the  numbers  of  missiles  are  reduced, 
bomber  forces  will  likely  be  chosen  to 
“make  up  the  difference”  in  the  amount 
of  damage  SIOP  forces  must  threaten  or 
inflict . 

If  threat  reduction  is  important,  bomb¬ 
ers  have  the  advantage  of  promoting 
crisis  stability  by  being  ill-suited  for 
surprise  attacks.  Even  after  they  are 
launched,  they  can  be  redirected  or  even 
recalled.  In  a  dynamic  conflict  bombers 
can  respond  to  changed  taskings.  Not 
only  are  they  the  least  threatening  and 
most  flexible  of  the  strategic  delivery  sys¬ 
tems.  they  are  also  the  only  reusable  and 
multipurpose  delivery  vehicle  in  the 
SIOP.14  They  can  be  used  in  both  conven¬ 
tional  and  nuclear  roles.  They  can  strike 
precisely  both  hardened  and  other  tar¬ 
gets.  Armed  with  cruise  missiles  and 
sent  out  to  fight  a  nuclear  war,  a  single 
bomber  can  threaten  wide  areas.  As  the 
only  systems  in  the  SIOP  with  utility  out¬ 
side  the  SIOP,  bombers  alone  are  able  to 
bridge  the  gap  between  nuclear  and  con¬ 
ventional  warfare. 

If  the  most  likely  class  of  future  con¬ 
flicts  is  the  armed  intervention  or  small 
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war,  bombers  are  the  only  strategic  sys¬ 
tem  that  performs  tactical  nonnuclear 
strikes.  Since  even  small  wars  could  re¬ 
quire  penetrating  sophisticated  air  de¬ 
fenses  for  air  raids  or  strikes  against 
ground  or  maritime  targets,  the  aircraft 
employed  must  be  highly  survlvable.  Be¬ 
cause  a  stealthy  bomber  has  higher  sur¬ 
vival  potential  than  other  high- 
weapon-dellvery- volume,  long-range 
aircraft,  future  bomber  forces  will  likely 
consist  primarily  of  stealthy  bombers.15 

If  future  strategic  forces  are  structured 
to  reduce  the  threat  posed  by  large  num¬ 
bers  of  deliverable  nuclear  weapons,  not 
only  will  the  size  and  composition  of  the 
total  SlOP  force  change,  but  the  portion 
of  the  force  on  alert  will  likely  be  different 
also.  It  will  be  different  because  its  com¬ 
position  and  tasking  will  change.  Having 
fewer  missiles  on  both  sides  will  reduce 
the  size  of  Soviet  nuclear  forces  that  must 
be  attacked  if  deterrence  falls  and  the 
number  of  missiles  we  have  to  attack 
them.  Because  a  large  number  of  quick- 
reaction  missiles  on  alert  is  threatening. 
It  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  alert 
forces  on  both  sides  will  be  smaller. 

If  threat  reduction  is  truly  an  impor- 
taht  goal,  the  smaller  alert  force  will  also 
be  made  up  predominantly  of  bombers. 
Thus,  if  the  future  SIOP  force  were 
"generated"  to  fight  a  nuclear  war  or  deter 
the  nuclear  war  we  believe  Is  about  to 
begin,  more  missiles  would  be  brought  to 
full  readiness,  land-based  mobile  ICBMs 
would  move  out  of  garrison,  and  more 
submarines  would  put  to  sea.  Generated 
missile  forces  would  then  be  targeted 
against  Soviet-generated  targets.  These 
would  include  missile  forces  (the  missiles 
themselves  for  those  that  could  be  lo¬ 
cated,  or  the  garrisons  if  the  missiles 
could  not  be  located),  bomber  bases,  sub¬ 
marine  ports,  leadership  installations, 
and  other  targets  that  must  be  destroyed 
promptly  to  meet  the  political  objectives 
of  a  nuclear  war.  Bombers  on  alert  would 
necessarily  be  planned  against  less- 


urgent  targets.  These  would  Include 
economic  and  industrial  installations, 
nuclear-force- sustainment  facilities, 
some  leadership  facilities,  conventional 
forces,  and  other  military  targets.  Bomb¬ 
ers  possess  the  capability  of  being 
redirected  In  illglit  against  other  targets, 
including  located  mobile  launch  sites. 
When  the  bomber  force  has  been 
generated  to  full  readiness,  its  targets  will 
not  be  changed  appreciably. 

Thus,  a  smaller  total  alert  force  built 
around  less  threatening  bombers  would 
have  to  pose  a  credible  day-to-day  threat 
to  those  targets  that  collectively  con¬ 
stitute  what  we  believe  is  the  answer  to 
the  question.  What  kinds  of  threats  deler 
what  kinds  of  behavior  and  under  what 
conditions?16  The  answer  to  this  ques 
tion  may  not  change  as  the  character  of 
Soviet  forces  changes  under  jH>restToika. 

First  Principles 

Ends  and  Means  Are  Linked 

PeRESTROIKA  has  forced  us  to  return 
to  first  principles  and  examine  the  as¬ 
sumptions  upon  which  strategic  nuclear 
forces  are  procured  and  planned  for 
employment.  One  such  principle  forming 
the  basis  of  deterrence  theory  is  that  the 
end  (the  deterrence  of  massive  conven¬ 
tional  attacks,  or  nuclear  aggression 
against  the  United  States)  is  linked  to  the 
means  (large  standing  nuclear  forces  and 
plans  to  employ  them  if  necessary).  But 
is  this  necessarily  so?  Brent  Seowcroft 
points  out  an  Important  qualifier  in  deter¬ 
rence  theory. 

Deterrence  is  a  nebulous  concept.  It  Is  com¬ 
posed  of  two  elements:  military  capability  and 
the  perceived  will  to  employ  that  capability  The 
only  sure  test  of  deterrence  Is  failure.  If  a  war 
results  deterrence  was  Inadequate.  In  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  war.  there  ts  no  certain  way  of  knowing 
whether  deterrence  Is  working  or  If  there  was  no 
tntentlon  to  attack  In  any  case. 17 
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Thus,  deterrence  must  presume  Its 
own  success  because  the  costs  of  valida¬ 
tion  are  Intolerable.  We  assume  that  at 
least  the  possibility  of  hostile  will  Is 
manifest  In  Soviet  strategic  nuclear 
capability  and  that  our  own  countervail¬ 
ing  capabilities  deter  them  from  employ¬ 
ing  forces  that  threaten  to  hurt  us  and 
our  allies.  The  validity  of  that  assump¬ 
tion  rests  on  the  acceptance  of  one  of  two 
mutually  exclusive  corol’aries.  We  must 
accept  the  view  ( 1 )  that  any  diminution  In 
hostile  means  Indicates  a  reduction  of 
hostile  will,  or  (2)  that  although  the  ad¬ 
versary  may  preserve  a  hostile  will,  he 
recognizes  that  the  likelihood  of  his  being 
able  to  Impose  It  declines  In  tandem  with 
the  reduction  of  his  Instruments  of  force. 

If  we  believe  that  hostile  will 
diminishes  as  hostile  means  are  reduced, 
we  are  at  the  culminating  point  and  must 
give  evidence  that  our  will  is  not  hostile. 
The  atomic  bombing  of  Japan  In  World 
War  II.  retrospectively  determined  to  have 
been  unnecessary.  Is  a  clear  Indicator 
that  our  country  lacked  neither  the  will 
nor  the  capability  to  employ  nuclear 
weapons.18  Likewise,  in  the  era  of  our 
nuclear  superiority,  Presidents  John  F. 
Kennedy  and  Richard  M.  Nixon  both 
found  increased  nuclear  force  readiness 
a  useful  adjunct  to  political  intercourse 
about  missiles  in  Cuba  and  war  against 
Israel.  Massive  strategic  force  invest¬ 
ment  during  the  Reagan  administration 
expanded  and  refined  our  instruments  of 
potential  nuclear  violence. 

Said  another  way,  our  present  large 
and  capable  nuclear  forces  must  appear 
Just  as  potentially  hostile  to  the  Soviets 
as  theirs  do  to  us — the  difference  being 
that  the  Soviets,  or  at  least  the  head  of 
the  Soviet  slate  and  his  key  military  staff, 
accept  that  our  intent  is  not  hostile  and, 
concomitantly,  assert  that  Soviet  will  is 
not  hostile  either. 


On  the  other  hand.  If  we  believe  that 
the  Soviets  preserve  a  hostile  will,  then 
we  may  be  about  to  overshoot  the  cul¬ 
minating  point,  and  before  passing  It  we 
must  explain  the  other  facets  of 
perestroika  In  terms  of  this  hostile  will. 
We  must  also  explain  why  a  hostile  state 
would  offer  to  reduce  the  military  meam> 
upon  which  successfully  Imposing  a  hos¬ 
tile  will  would  presumably  depend.  To 
argue  that  we  cannot  know  Soviet  intent 
(an  argument  used  In  the  past  when 
potentially  hostile  will  was  manifest  in  a 
great  marry  ways),  and  so  must  preserve 
the  means  to  deter  or  defeat  Soviet 
capability  across  the  threat  spectrum, 
appears  reasonable  and  prudent  on  the 
surface. 

More  closely  examined,  however,  such 
arguments  seem  to  Imply  that  we  are 
unable  to  perceive  or  unwilling  to  accept 
the  relationship  between  military  means 
and  political  ends.  Unless  we  believe  that 
our  own  strategic  nuclear  forces  (military 
means)  have  some  primary  purpose  other 
than  deterring  aggression  (political  ends), 
it  is  incumbent  on  us  to  postulate  the 
political  ends  which  any  other  nation — 
including  the  Soviet  Union— would  use 
their  nuclear  forces  to  attain. 

If  our  nuclear  forces  exist  exclusively 
or  primarily  to  deter  Soviet  aggression,  it 
is  Increasingly  difficult  to  explain  why  an 
aggressive  state  would  offer  to  emascu¬ 
late  its  aggressive  means  and  behave  in 
other  nonaggressive  ways.  Likewise,  if 
deterring  us  from  using  our  nuclear 
weapons  is  the  only  political  end  we  can 
ascribe  to  Soviet  nuclear  forces,  we  must 
conclude  that  nuclear  forces  per  se  have 
very  limited  utility,  if  any.  We  must  also 
conclude  that  one  of  the  first  principles 
underpinning  deterrence  is  that  nuclear 
weaponsdeternuclearweapons,  and  that 
whatever  value  nuclear  weapons  have 
resides  In  their  possession  rather  than 
their  use.  The  history  of  the  nuclear  era 
seems  to  indicate  that  this  may  be  90. 
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First  Principles 
Utility  of  the  Means 

Nuclear  WEAPONS  did  not  deter 
North  Korea  from  Invading  South  Korea, 
nor  did  they  deter  the  People’s  Republic 
of  China  from  Intervening  In  that  war. 
Nuclear  weapons  did  not  deter  the  Soviets 
from  actively  sponsoring  wars  of  libera¬ 
tion,  nor  did  they  deter  the  North  Viet¬ 
namese  from  aggression  against  South 
Vietnam  and  against  our  forces  In  Viet¬ 
nam.  Our  lack  of  success  In  deterring 
conflicts  below  the  nuclear  level  might  be 
explained  by  the  Inadequacy  of  our 
former  strategy  of  massive  retaliation. 
However,  such  an  explanation  does  not 
account  for  our  Inability  to  deter  Soviet 
adventurism  In  the  era  of  flexible 
response. 

The  era  of  flexible  response  made  the 
“small"  or  “limited"  nuclear  war  theoreti¬ 
cally  possible.  But  the  difficulty  of  char¬ 
acterizing  the  size  of  an  attack, 
determining  whether  a  small  attack  was 
merely  the  precursor  of  a  massive  attack, 
correctly  predicting  the  adversary's 
response  to  a  small  attack,  and  control¬ 
ling  escalation  all  argued  that  wars  would 
be  either  nuclear  or  nonnuclear.  Only 
popular  fiction  suggests  that  any  Interim 
state  is  more  than  a  theoretical  pos¬ 
sibility. 

Thus,  the  most  important  of  the  first 
principles  of  deterrence  theory  Is  that  the 
possession  of  nuclear  weapons  has  little 
utility  beyond  deterring  nuclear  weapons 
use  by  others.  If  the  weapons  are  used, 
the  disastrous  consequences  are  apt  to  be 
both  global  and  prolonged — hence,  the 
paradox  that  using  them  destroys  their 
utility.1”  Alter  more  than  four  decades, 
nuclear  parity,  perestroika,  and  perhaps 
even  our  own  national  debt  have  brought 
us  full  circle  to  the  conclusion  reached  by 
Bernard  Brodle  and  the  jrost-World  War 
II  United  States  Strategic  Bombing  Sur¬ 
vey — the  prevention  of  war  is  the  end  to 


which  our  efforts  must  be  devoted  and  is 
the  only  role  of  our  nuclear  forces.** 


The  Paradigm  Unembellished 

If  THIS  TENTATIVE  conclusion  Is  cor¬ 
rect,  then  only  the  important  ritual  of 
negotiations  and  the  quest  for  a  shared 
vision  of  strategic  nuclear  deterrence 
stand  between  the  present  forces  and 
much  smaller  ones.  I  say  “ritual"  because 
both  sides  may  have  to  wait  ritualistically 
at  the  culminating  point  to  satisfy  diverse 
constituencies.  These  constituencies 
must  be  convinced  that  force  reductions 
are  in  the  national  interest,  may 
mechanically  continue  to  Invest  In  sys¬ 
tems  they  will  eventually  negotiate  away, 
and  must  move  slowly  and  ceremoniously 
as  a  safeguard  against  cheating  and 
reversals.  The  shared  vision  may  be 
easier  to  find  because  it  is  already  em¬ 
bedded  In  our  deterrence  theory. 

Even  before  the  Initial  increment  of 
nuclear  force  reductions  is  agreed  to, 
both  sides  appear  to  accept  the  one  Im¬ 
portant  proposition  necessary  for  a 
shared  strategic  nuclear  catechism:  a 
nuclear  war  cannot  be  won  and  must 
never  be  fought.  Those  are.  In  fact,  the 
exact  words  In  a  Joint  statement  Issued 
by  President  Ronald  Reagan  and  Gor¬ 
bachev  on  21  November  1985.21  In  agree¬ 
ing  to  that  principle,  both  sides  now 
appear  to  accept  that  nuclear  forces  are 
maintained  for  two  reasons:  (1)  to  deter 
the  other  side  from  using  nuclear 
weapons,  and  (2)  to  take  punitive 
reprisals  against  the  side  using  these 
weapons.  Hence,  the  resulting  theory 
holds  that  using  nuclear  weapons  would 
cause  damage  disproportionate  to  the 
value  of  any  political  objective.  But  to 
stop  one  side  from  using  Its  weapons,  the 
other  side  remains  willing  and  able  both 
to  inflict  and  to  accept  terrible  punish¬ 
ment.  In  spite  of  its  complexity,  the  SIOP 
today  may  be  little  more  than  an 
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elalx>rate  and  very  large  reprisal.  If  It  Is 
not.  It  could  be. 

The  reprisal  paradigm  Is  as  consistent 
with  the  values  of  democratized  nations 
as  any  other  deterrence  theory.  In  fact. 
Herman  Kahn  called  this  a  “tallonic"  ap¬ 
proach,  after  the  “eye  for  an  eye.  tooth  for 
a  tooth”  system  of  Justice.22  Reprisals  are 
also  acknowledged  and  allowable  under 
the  International  laws  governing  war- 
fare.23  Moreover,  there  Is  already  a  large 
component  of  punishment  embedded  In 
any  nuclear  war  plans  that  direct  attacks 
against  economic  and  industrial  targets 
located  in  more  densely  populated  or 
urban  areas.24 

In  the  simplest  terms,  a  reprisal  theory 
of  deterrence  argues  that  the  threat  of 
horrible  punishment  deters  and  that  the 
penalty  for  crossing  the  nuclear  threshold 
will  be  horrible  punishment.23  Since  this 
concept  is  implicit  In  present  deterrence 
theory,  shared  acceptance  of  it  should  not 
be  difficult.  Nor  should  it  be  difficult  to 
structure  the  strategic  forces  necessary 
to  support  reprisals  or  build  the  employ¬ 
ment  plans  required  to  execute  them. 
Our  own  SIOP,  for  example,  may  already 
have  a  large  reprisal  component  In  Its 
ecommic  and  industrial  targeting.28 

Existing  superpower  nuclear  forces 
and  plans  do  not  seem  to  be  consistent 
with  declarations  that  nuclear  wars  must 
not  be  fought  and  cannot  be  won.  For 
example,  the  role  of  our  strategic  nuclear 
forces  and  the  present  SIOP  is  to  deter 
first  and  defeat  attack  second.27  The 
forces  deter  by  having  the  capability  at 
least  to  attempt  to  defeat  an  attack.  To 
defeat  an  attack,  sufficient  bombers  and 
missiles  must  survive  a  Soviet  strike  and 
then  retaliate  against  the  enemy.  To  en¬ 
sure  the  survival  of  the  retaliatory  forces, 
we  need  bombers,  land-based  missiles, 
and  sea-based  missiles  on  alert.  Such 
large  and  robust  forces  imply  that  a 
nuclear  war  could  be  fought. 

Moreover,  we  depend  solely  on  offen¬ 
sive  forces  to  deter  and  defeat.  The  objec¬ 


tive  of  limiting  damage  to  our  country  is 
met  not  by  active  or  passive  defenses,  but 
by  deterring  nuclear  aggression  in  the 
first  place.  Yet,  should  we  fail  to  deter, 
damage  is  limited  only  by  attempting  to 
strike  Soviet  nuclear  projection  forces 
before  they  can  strike  us.  As  a  conse¬ 
quence,  strategic  nuclear  forces  must  be 
further  predisposed  to  taking  the  offen¬ 
sive.  If  our  forces  can  cause  more  damage 
to  the  Soviet  Union  than  Soviet  strategic 
forces  can  cause  to  the  United  States, 
then  we  have  presumably  “defeated”  the 
attack.  This,  in  turn,  suggests  that  we 
have  at  least  one  criterion — defeating  the 
Soviet  attack — by  which  nuclear  war  can 
be  “won." 

The  START  negotiations  that  are  under 
way  to  reduce  strategic  arms  suggest 
mutual  theories  of  deterrence  grounded 
in  war  fighting.  The  larger,  more  diverse, 
and  more  mobile  Soviet  forces  are  allowed 
to  remain  under  perestroika,  as  diminish¬ 
ing  the  threat  of  these  weapons  becomes 
more  difficult.  Our  own  insistence  on 
large,  diverse,  and  mobile  strategic  attack 
forces  may  limit  our  negotiating 
capabilities.  Yet.  every  Soviet  warhead 
eliminated  tlirough  negotiations  limits 
damage  to  the  United  States  should 
deterrence  fall. 

Few  thoughtful  alternatives  to  accept¬ 
ing  a  reprisal-based  SIOP  exist,  if  large 
reductions  are  a  goal.  We  might  continue 
on  our  present  vector  with  fewer 
weapons.  We  might  both  reduce  our 
forces  by  some  amount.  (Even  an  actual 
50-percent  reduction  would  leave  an  es¬ 
timated  residual  superpower  arsenal  of 
5,000  million  tons  of  TNT  in  over  1 1 .000 
weapons:  350,000  Hiroshima  explosions 
instead  of  700. 000. J29  Or,  we  might  com¬ 
bine  reductions  with  active  defenses  such 
as  SDI  or  passive  defenses  like  improved 
hardening  and  civil  defense. 

Continuing  investment  in  SDI  beyond 
basic  research  seemsjustifiable  only  if  we 
believe  a  nuclear  war  may  be  successfully 
fought  by  either  side.  If  we  believe  a 
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nuclear  war  Is  likely,  or  even  possible,  we 
must  also  believe  that  (1)  Gorbachev’s  call 
for  a  more  ■‘nuclear-free"  world  is  insin¬ 
cere,  (2)  the  Soviets  possess  a  hostile  will, 
(3)  they  have  a  plausible  political  goal  that 
would  be  met  by  nuclear  war.  self¬ 
destructive  though  it  would  be,  and  (4) 
even  after  arms  reductions,  they  will  have 
preserved  the  means  to  mount  an  attack 
that  meets  any  imaginable  criteria  for 
success.  Without  those  beliefs,  the  basis 
for  deploying  a  unilateral  system  does  not 
seem  compelling.30  Certainly  the 
proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons  in  the 
third  world  is  a  possibility,  but  it  is 
probably  a  remote  threat  to  our 
homeland.31  Moreover,  a  shared  vision  of 
nuclear  deterrence  and  a  mutually  sup¬ 
ported  strategic  relationship  would  allow 
such  threats  to  be  handled  by  preemptive 
conventional  raids. 

Thus,  we  probably  really  have  only  two 
alternatives:  (1)  maintain  the  status  quo 
while  making  a  few  cost-saving  or  cost- 
avoidance  reductions  on  the  margin,  or 
(2)  begin  making  deep  reductions  which 
will  eventually  move  us  toward  very  small 
reprisal  forces.  The  strategic  nuclear 
forces  required  In  the  near  term  are  not 
necessarily  dependent  on  which  alterna¬ 
tive  our  nation  chooses.  We  still  have  to 
get  to  and  through  the  near  term  to  realize 
the  long-term  vision  we  select. 


How  Deep  Is  Deep? 

If  WE  ARE  at  the  culminating  point,  the 
Soviets  and  some  of  our  own  legislators 
suggest  that  we  In  the  United  States  are 
behaving  as  If  we  Intend  to  overshoot  it. 
Marshal  Sergey  Akhromeyev  challenged 
Secretary  of  State  James  A.  Baker  In  the 
Moscow  Parliament: 

The  Soviet  Union  has  been  reducing  Its  armed 
forces  for  the  last  two  years  by  500.000  men  and 
Its  military  budget  by  14  percent.  The  United 
States  has  barely  reduced  Its  armed  forces  and 
Is  only  slightly  reducing  Its  military  budget.  I 


have  the  Impression  that  while  Improving  rcla 
tlons  with  us  in  the  military  sphere  you  continue 
to  Insist  on  acting  tn  respect  to  the  Soviet  Union 
from  a  position  of  strength  32 

And  indeed,  the  force  elements  we  are 
least  likely  to  use  (strategic  nuclear  land- 
and  sea-based  missile  forces)  were — until 
recently — scheduled  for  modernization, 
and  the  ones  more  likely  to  be  needed  arid 
used  (bombers,  troops,  and  other 
general-purpose  forces)  are  scheduled  for 
reduction.  The  Inevitable  conclusion  is 
that  our  nation  could  probably  ac¬ 
complish  as  much  or  more  with  consider¬ 
ably  smaller  strategic  nuclear  forces,  and 
thereby  avoid  some  of  the  burdens  as¬ 
sociated  with  nuclear  arms.  Of  the  many 
such  burdens,  three  deserve  emphasis: 
( 1 )  The  primary  weapon  systems  and  t heir 
peripheral  or  supporting  systems  are 
costly,  (2)  even  after  expensive  initial  In¬ 
vestments  are  made,  the  primary  and 
supporting  systems  must  be  periodically 
modernized,  and  (3)  the  costs  accrue  few 
benefits  because  the  weapons  appear  to 
have  become  self-deterring. 

Accurate  and  complete  calculations  of 
our  nation’s  Investment  In  its  strategic 
nuclear  triad  are  not  possible.  The 
primary  weapons  (bombers,  land-based 
missiles,  and  sea-based  missiles)  are  onlv 
single  components  of  large  systems. 
Those  large  systems  Include  military  per- 
sonnel  for  operations  and  maintenance, 
training  and  training  facilities,  ports  and 
bases,  replenishment  ships  and  aerial 
refueling  tankers,  security  personnel  and 
systems,  communications  equipment 
and  networks  (Including  command  and 
control  aircraft,  ground  networks,  and 
satellite  communication  systems,  many 
of  these  hardened,  dispersed  and  Jam- 
resistant),  spare  parts,  test  equipment 
and  testing,  ground-support  vehicles, 
and  so  forth.  Procuring  and  maintaining 
the  primary  weapons  and  the  peripheral 
supporting  equipment  (to  target  the  same 
large  systems  that  exist  tn  the  Soviet 
Union)  make  the  total  costs  very  high. 
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Once  procured,  the  primary  weapon 
delivery  vehicles  and  their  supporting 
equipment  must  be  periodically  modern¬ 
ized  by  replacement  or  modification. 
Taken  together.  Initial  Investment,  recur¬ 
ring  costs,  and  the  costs  of  modernization 
are  enormous. 

While  we  may  rightly  categorize  past 
investments  as  worthwhile  “sunk"  costs, 
we  are  now  faced  with  the  "opportunity" 
costs  associated  with  continuing  invest¬ 
ment  and  future  procurements.33  High 
costs  can  be  Justified  so  long  as  large 
nuclear  arsenals  are  useful.  It  Is  more 
likely  than  not  that  large  numbers  of 
nuclear  weapons  are  no  longer  useful. 

This  is  not  an  unhappy  moment 
brought  about  by  our  wrongdoing,  mis¬ 
direction,  or  failure.  Rather,  it  represents 
the  culmination  of  years  of  effort 
deliberately  focused  on  convincing  the 
Soviets  that  we  would  do  whatever  was 
necessary  to  deny  their  strategic  forces 
any  war-fighting  utility.  We  have 
eliminated  the  value  of  large  Soviet 
nuclear  offensive  forces.  But,  in  so  doing, 
we  have  also  diminished  the  utility  of  our 
own  large  nuclear  offensive  forces. 
Moreover,  we  may  have  reached  the  point 
where  i  1  le  weapons  themselves  are  largely 
self-deterring.  Both  the  knowledge  and 
the  ignorance  of  nuclear  weapons  effects 
deter  us. 

The  domain  of  “knowns"  associated 
with  the  employment  of  nuclear  weapons 
provides  as  little  consolation  as  that  of  the 
“unknowns."  We  know,  for  example,  that 
weapons  effects  Include  blast,  overpres¬ 
sure,  and  the  release  of  destructive  Ioniz¬ 
ing  radiation.34  Depending  on  the 
number  of  detonations,  casualties  could 
range  from  millions  to  hundreds  of  mil¬ 
lions.3*  Although  the  consequences  of  a 
large  number  of  detonations  are  not 
known,  they  could  include  global 
meteorological  alterations,  loss  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  and  persistent  biomedical  effects.36 
Because  all  these  effects  are  so  di¬ 
sastrous,  we  know  that  there  can  be  no 


victor  emerging  from  a  nuclear  war.  At¬ 
tack  would  Inevitably  lead  to  retaliation, 
retaliation  would  lead  to  follow -on  at¬ 
tacks,  and  it  is  likely  Uiat  all  the  societies 
involved  In  such  a  war  {and  many  not 
directly  Involved)  would  be  devastated. 
Thus,  the  horrible  and  potentially 
suicidal  consequences  of  using  nuclear 
weapons  render  them  self  deterring.  The 
Soviets,  for  example,  must  now  realize 
that  the  results  of  the  Chernobyl  tragedy 
would  pale  when  compared  to  even  a 
single  nuclear  weapon  detonation. 

Perhaps  there  was  a  need  for  large 
numbers  of  such  weapons  In  the  history 
of  humankind  but.  even  if  there  were, 
that  need  finally  appears  to  be  passing. 
The  next  plateau  of  arms  might  be 
weapons  designed  for  warfare  in  space. 
In  the  absence  of  agreements,  laser 
weapons,  microwave  or  electromagnetic 
pulse  weapons,  and  charged-particle 
weapons  are  likely  to  emerge  more 
quickly.  Unless  the  nations  of  the  world 
are  genuinely  committed  to  controlling 
arms,  rapid  advancement  to  the  next 
plateau  is  possible. 

If  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  began  by  sharing  an  authentic 
commitment  to  reducing  the  threat  posed 
by  nuclear  weapons,  they  could  simul¬ 
taneously  capitalize  on  and  improve  rela¬ 
tions  under  perestroika.37  A  shared  belief 
that  nuclear  weapons  are  suitable  only  as 
instruments  of  reprisal  could  form  the 
basis  for  a  new  strategic  relationship. 
That  belief  would  also  allow  both  nations 
to  reduce  strategic  forces  and  avoid  the 
costs  associated  with  their  modernization 
and  maintenance. 

Military  might  is  one  of  several  instru¬ 
ments  of  national  power.  Economic 
strength  is  another.  Unless  our  national 
power  is  balanced  and  robust  In  the  ag¬ 
gregate  and  our  economic  strength  re¬ 
stored,  we  might  find  ourselves 
Ill-equipped  to  compete  with  Japan  and 
the.  emerging  European  community. 
Viewed  in  this  light,  strategic  nuclear 
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force  reductions  would  serve  to  enhance 
our  security,  not  erode  it. 

Sharing  such  a  vision,  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  would  need 
only  enough  nuclear  weapons  and 
delivery  systems  for  each  to  establish  a 
sufficiently  punitive  reprisal."  Only 
small  alert  forces  would  be  required,  and 
these  could  be  built  around  delivery  sys¬ 
tems  unsuitable  for  surprise  attacks. 
“Deep."  then,  ccvld  be  “very  deep." 

Nonetheless,  small  nuclear  reprisal 
forces  do  not  require  that  either  the 
United  States  or  the  Soviet  Union  resign 
their  positions  as  nuclear-armed  super¬ 
powers.  Both  sides  would  likely  deem  It 
prudent  to  find  parity  at  a  level  that  ex¬ 
ceeded  the  combined  nuclear  capabilities 
of  the  other  major  nuclear  powers — the 
United  Kingdom,  France,  and  the  People's 
Republic  of  China.  At  least  Initially,  ex¬ 
isting  superpower  nuclear  forces  would 
exceed  the  level  required  for  reprisals. 
Over  time,  however,  effective  non¬ 
proliferation  strategies  and  negotiations 
might  even  reduce  the  size  of  those  and 
other  nuclear  arsenals,  thereby  allowing 
the  superpowers  to  make  further  reduc¬ 
tions. 

Small  reprisal  forces  built  around  sys¬ 
tems  unsuitable  for  surprise  attack 
reduce  the  risk  of  nuclear  war.  They 
alone  provide  proof  that  hostile  will  is 
diminished,  that  the  superpowers  are 
sincere  In  their  declarations  that  the 
threats  posed  by  weapons  of  mass 
destruction  must  be  reduced,  that  a 
nuclear  war  cannot  be  won,  and  that  a 
nuclear  war  must  not  be  fought.  Absent 
the  ready  recourse  to  large  numbers  of 
prompt -launch  nuclear  weapons,  crisis 
stability  Is  enhanced — especially  If  com¬ 
bined  with  conventional  force  reductions 
and  a  Joint  antimissile  defense  system. 
Likewise,  small,  bomber-heavy  reprisal 
forces  may  Invalidate  the  fear  of 
“decapitation"  strategies  for  war  initiation 
by  rendering  such  strategies  unex¬ 
ecutable.  And  finally,  small  reprisal 


forces  make  very  poor  “signaling"  devices, 
concomitantly  reducing  the  grave  risk 
that  signals  might  be  misread  during  ten¬ 
sion  or  crisis. 

it  took  the  world  four  decades  to  ai  rive 
at  the  present  levels  ol  nuclear  arms.  It 
is  not  unreasonable  to  expect  that  It 
might  take  nearly  that  long  to  evolve  to 
reprisal  forces.  The  greatest  peril  exists 
during  the  first  few  years  of  the 
confidence-building  era  Yet  even  that 
peril  is  small  when  compared  to  the  risks 
accepted  by  maintaining  the  large  and 
capable  nuclear  forces  that  exist  today. 
Although  small  reprisal  forces  seem  to  be 
the  best  choice  (If  large  reductions  are  an 
authentic  goal),  the  issue  nonetheless 
remains  a  matter  of  choice  The  transi¬ 
tion  will  not  be  easy  or  risk- free,  but  It  can 
be  managed  safely. 


Beyond  the  Culminating  Point 

Former  SECRETARY  of  defense 
James  Schlesinger,  quoted  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  this  essay,  correctly  descrilies  the 
difficulties  associated  with  the  transition 
to  a  new  era.  However,  given  as  we  are 
the  choice  between  the  horror  of  employ¬ 
ing  nuclear  weapons  or  the  discomforts 
associated  with  building  more  stable 
relationships  In  an  era  of  delil>erately 
pursued  peace,  the  discomforts  are 
tolerable. 

If  they  choose  to  do  so.  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  can  move 
from  separate  architectures  for  collective 
defense  to  Joint  arrangements  promoting 
collective  security.  Arms  control  has  lie- 
come  essential  for  collective  security.  An 
arins-control  regime  predicated  on  a 
shared  vision  of  the  role  of  nuclear 
weapons  is  apt  to  be  more  effective  and 
durable  than  one  predicated  on  separate 
beliefs  that  nuclear  wars  may  lie  success¬ 
fully  fought. 

Arms  control — particularly  the 
measured  and  progressive  reduction  of 


t'AURE  RARER 


aims  down  to  reprisal  lorce  levels — Is 
neither  the  abdication  of  our  respon¬ 
sibilities  as  a  world  leader,  nor  total  dis- 
titmainenl  Rather,  It  signals  the 
willingness  ol  lx>th  sides  to  accept  a  per¬ 
manent  and  guaranteed  nuclear  armi¬ 
stice  as  an  alternative  to  brute  force 
deterrence  and  brute  force  diplomacy. 

by  rejecting  nuclear  arms  as  legitimate 
adjuncts  to  political  intercourse,  the 
.~>uj>ei powei s  could  notify  the  test  of  the 
world  that  they  had  stripped  nuclear 
arms  of  their  deterrence  value.  The  rela¬ 
tively  small  nuclear  forces  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  France,  and  the  People's 
Republic  of  China  already  appear  to  be 
better  suited  for  reprisals  than  for  any¬ 
thing  else.  The  example  set  by  the  super- 
I >owers  would  not  provide  a  sufficient 
guarantee  that  nuclear  proliferation 
would  cease,  but  It  would  likely  provide 
more  inhibitions  than  endorsing  nuclear 
force  by  constantly  improving  super¬ 


power  nuclear  arsenals.  Perestroika 
provides  the  opportunity  to  restructure 
Our  relations  not  only  with  the  Soviet 
Union,  but  with  the  rest  of  the  world  as 
well.  In  so  doing,  *ve  could  Jointly 
restructure  our  nuclear  forces  to 
diminish  whatever  threats  we  believe  they 
pose  to  our  own  security,  to  the  planet, 
and  to  the  people  who  dwell  on  it. 

In  the  final  analysis,  maintaining  large 
numbers  of  nuclear  weapons  is  unncces 
sartly  dangerous  and  costly.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  utility  nuclear  weapons  appear  to 
have  is  for  threatening  reprisals  against 
a  nation  foolhardy  enough  to  use  them. 
Together  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  can  diminish  the  threat.  This  is 
the  new  condominium  that  could  emerge 
from  finding  a  shared  vision  at  the  cul¬ 
minating  point.  This  could  be,  and  per¬ 
haps  ought  to  be.  the  essence  of  any  SlOP 
for  perestroika. 


Note* 


1  The  emergence  ol  perestroika  signals  the  suc- 
i  ess  of  over  four  decades  of  containment  and 
heralds  die  beginning  of  the  postcontalnment  era. 
We  have  the  opportunity  to  shape  this  postcontaln¬ 
ment  world.  In  doing  so.  It  Is  Imperative  to  keep  In 
mind  that  although  pen'stmika  Is  largely  driven  by 
t-t  onomlcs.  Its  Intent  Is  to  Increase  Soviet  power  in 
the  aggregate  and  over  the  long  term.  Successful 
democratization  and  economic  reform  will  compli¬ 
cate  nuclear  attack  planning.  Democratization  In 
Eastern  Europe,  for  example,  may  result  in  the 
withdrawal  of  Soviet  forces  or  the  demise  of  the 
Warsaw  Treaty  Organization.  But  a  large  Soviet 
military  Infrastructure  (airfields,  caserns,  and  so 
forth)  remains.  This  alone  will  mandate  an  Increas¬ 
ingly  adaptive  SIOP.  Successful  economic  reforms, 
while  appearing  benign  on  the  surface,  will  Increase 
the  number  of  potential  economic  and  industrial 
targets.  Manufacturing  facilities  could  grow  In 
number  and  be  served  by  more  sources  of  raw  or 
partially  finished  materials.  The  transportation  In¬ 
frastructure  wtll  expand  to  Improve  distribution  of 
materials  and  goods  but  will  also  Increase  military 
mobility.  Joint  economic  ventures  provide  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  Improve  the  means  of  producing 
military  equipment,  to  Improve  technology,  and  to 
circumvent  technology- transfer  restrictions.  Al¬ 
together,  perestroika  complicates  rather  than 


simplifies  the  war-planning  task.  Thus.  It  Is  In  our 
best  national  Interest  to  structure  a  postcontaln¬ 
ment  world  much  less  dependent  on  nuclear  arms 
for  national  security. 
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Target 

Alert 

Percent 

Generated 

Percent 

Category 

Targets 

of  Total 

Targets 

of  Total 

Change 

Economic  &  Industrial 

2,300 

42 

4.400 

50 

♦  2.100 

Other  Military 

935 

17 

1,603 

18 

♦  668 

Leadership 

423 

8 

736 

9 

♦  313 

Nuclear  Force 

LZS1 

33 

2.016 

23 

±_2S 

Total 

5,419 

8,757 

♦3.338 

Note  that  economic  and  Industrial  targets  account  for  63  percent  of  the  total  growth  when  moving  from  die  alert 
to  the  generated  case. 
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verifiable:  and  (4)  "not  compromise  allied  security.' 
Small  reprisal  forces—  with  greater  reliance  on 
bombers  und  constraints  on  alert  and  missile 
farces — appear  to  meet  all  four  criteria 

38.  Acceptance  of  a  reprisal  based  approach  to 
deterrence  on  both  sides  Is  necessary  to  ruakr  very 
large  reductions.  The  present  Slot*- -with  all  the 
complex  'building  blocks."  "withholds."  and  "re 
serves"  described  by  Hall  In  "Development  of  the 
SlOP" — deters  by  planning  to  employ  a  large  number 
of  weapons  In  an  attempt  to  deny  the  Soviets  their 
war  alms.  Yet.  should  deterrence  fall,  attempts  at 
denial  would  not  make  the  outcome  of  an  exchange 
any  more  tolerable.  On  the  other  hand,  with  reduc¬ 


tions  below  a  certain  number  of  weapons,  dental 
must  heronre  punishment  Our  choices  are  to 
remain  at  a  high  floor  to  preserve  some  semblance 
of  our  present  deterrence  theoiy  and  SlOP.  or  accept 
a  reprisal  leased  approach  to  delertente  and  the 
punitive  SlOP  that  results.  Since  penes  froUm  could 
signal  a  fundamental  change  In  the  calculus  of 
security,  we  have  much  to  gain  by  challenging  the 
Soviets  to  Join  us  tn  reducing  nuclear  fore  es  to  an 
absolute  minimum.  If  they  agree,  massive  reduc¬ 
tions  can  be  made  If  they  do  not.  It  Is  Irest  to  know 
It  now.  We  should  not  wait  until  lf>9H  when  the 
START  decrement  must  be  completed 
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Introduction 


THE  DESTRUCTIVE  power  of  nuclear 
weapons,  detonated  In  anger  for  the  first 
and  only  time  46  years  ago.  has  created 
what  is  frequently  termed  the  nuclear 
paradox,"  the  essence  of  which  is  that 
nuclear  arsenals  exist  to  preclude  their 
ever  being  used.1  While  strategic  nuclear 
weapons  may  be  seen  as  a  necessary 
guarantee  against  political  domination 
(or  worse)  by  a  nuclear-capable  super¬ 
power  rival,  theater  nuclear  forces  fTNF) 
have  occupied  a  less  well-defined  position 
in  the  Uniter!  States'  scheme  of  deter¬ 
rence.2  On  one  hand.  TNF,  whether  in  the 
employ  of  the  United  States  or  Its  allies, 
the  Soviet  Union,  or  other — possibly  less 
responsible-  parties  represent  the  most 
direct  route  down  what  Gen  Bernard 
Rogers  has  termed  the  "slippery  slope.”  or 
escalation  path,  to  general  nuclear  con¬ 
flict.  On  the  other  hand.  TNF  have  been 
for  several  decades  the  linchpin  in  a 
European  security  system  which  appears 
to  have  successfully  forestalled  Soviet  at¬ 
tempts  at  regional  hegemony. 

However,  the  apparent  reduction  in 
Soviet  theater  power-projection 
capabilities  in  recent  years  has  eroded 
whatever  face  value  that  theater  nuclear 
weapons  (TNW)  may  have  acquired  in  an 
earlier,  more  confrontational  era  of  su¬ 
perpower  relations.  The  watershed 
changes  in  global  affairs,  coupled  with 
the  discomfort  felt  by  many  in  the  United 
States  and  allied  defense  communities  at 
our  seemingly  Inordinate  reliance  on  the 
deterrent  power  of  TNW,  have  called  into 
question  the  need  for  any  nuclear 
weapons  capability  short  of  the  ability  to 
deter  a  direct  nuclear  attack  on  the 
United  States  itself. 

Can  these  weapons  and  the  strategic 
nuclear  agenda  that  they  came  to  serve 


now  be  properly  laid  to  rest?  For  a  num¬ 
ber  of  reasons,  geopolitical  circumstance 
militates  against  prematurely  discount¬ 
ing  the  deterrent  value  of  theater  nuclear 
weapons  or  the  crisis  management  op¬ 
tions  that  they  might  afford  US 
strategists.  Several  of  the  same  factors 
likely  to  drive  US  choices  as  to  general 
strategic  direction  in  the  coming  years 
argue  as  well  for  retaining  a  discrete 
range  of  nuclear  warfare  capabilities, 
beginning  with  those  at  the  lower  end  of 
the  spectrum  of  possible  nuclear  options. 
The  matrix  of  possibilities  created  by 
such  factors  might  provide  useful  in¬ 
sights  into  the  types  of  force  structures 
and  nuclear  policy  options  that  coidd 
effectively  serve  future  US  security  inter¬ 
ests.  A  concluding  section  offers  a 
qualified  appraisal  about  what  the  future 
might  hold  for  theater  nuclear  forces. 

From  a  purely  philosophical 
standpoint,  the  question  of  what  to  do 
about  theater  nuclear  weapons  seems 
relatively  straightforward  in  light  of 
present  trends  in  the  global  security  en¬ 
vironment:  given  the  dire  promise  of 
such  weapons,  their  continued  presence 
in  the  US  (or  any  other  nation’s)  inventory 
should  not  be  condoned  since  they  no 
longer  (if  they  ever  did)  serve  a  clear, 
immediate,  or  convincing  purpose.3 

However,  even  when  considering  the 
negative  marginal  utility  of  such 
weapons,  the  problem  is  not  quite  that 
easy  to  resolve.  TNW  occupy  their  niche 
in  the  pantheon  of  military  capabilities 
because  of  a  number  of  interrelated  cul¬ 
tural.  political,  technological,  and 
military  factors  that  have  dominated  the 
strategic  calculus  of  the  nuclear  age. 
Four  variables,  in  particular,  are  likely  to 
figure  prominently  in  strategic  choices  of 
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weapons,  Including  the  theater  nuclear 
variety.  Key  factors  Include:  first,  and 
most  obvious,  the  kind  of  global  order  (or 
disorder)  most  likely  to  supplant  the  su¬ 
perpower  competition  of  the  past  45 
years;  second,  ways  In  which  strategic 
objectives  will  be  defined  in  this  new  in¬ 
ternational  arrangement,  particularly 
given  the  resource  gap  that  exists  be¬ 
tween  optimizing  strategies  and  support¬ 
ing  means;  third,  the  extrinsic  utility  of 
various  kinds  of  modern  weapons  (i.e.. 
the  perceived  capabilities  of  nuclear  as 
opposed  to  advanced  conventional 
weapons  for  achieving  desired  effects  on 
enemy  forces  and  infrastructures);  and 
fourth,  the  Implications  of  extending  the 
threat  of  armed  force  (of  any  type,  but 
especially  at  the  nuclear  level)  beyond  the 
immediate  pale  of  national  (l.e.,  ter¬ 
ritorial)  defense.1 

Many  of  the  strategic  perplexities 
created  by  theater  nuclear  weapons — in¬ 
cluding  their  deterrent  credibility  in 
peacetime  as  well  as  how  they  should  or 
would  be  used  should  deterrence  tail- 
are  not  easily  quantifiable.  The  interac¬ 
tion  of  diverse  strategic  cultures  and 
possible  differences  in  perceptions  of 
nuclear  weapons  as  useful  instruments 
of  dental  or  coercion  complicates  both 
arms  control  and  force  planning  calcula¬ 
tions  Involving  TNF.  Though  treated  se¬ 
quentially.  the  concerns  described  below 
cannot  be  considered  independently  of 
one  another;  environment,  culture,  jwr- 
ceptton,  capability,  and  resulting  lx- 
haviors  are  part  and  parcel  of  the  same 
strategic  equation. 

The  Evolving  International 
Security  Environment 

For  MOST  Americans  who  are  arms 
tomed  to  the  chill  of  the  decades  long 
ideological  and  military  ronqxMltlon  be 
tween  Ihe  United  States  and  (tie  Soviet 
Union,  the  current  watershed  in  world 


affairs  contains  Janus  like  possibilities 
that  are  simultaneously  alluring  and  dis¬ 
concerting.  On  one  hand,  existing  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  redirect  American  resources 
from  defense  to  meet  other  fundamental 
national  needs  have  not  appeared  as 
great  since  1945:  one  writer  has  termed 
current  changes  tn  the  Soviet  Union  and 
elsewhere  "the  postponed  end  of  World 
War  II."8  On  the  other  hand,  while  the 
Soviet  Union  Is  undergoing  profound 
political.  Ideological,  and  structural 
change.  It  retains  Its  military  capabilities 
(conventional  and  nuclear),  which  are 
equivalent  to  those  of  the  United  States; 
the  Soviet  Union  Is.  In  fact,  continuing  to 
modernize  nuclear  and  conventional 
forces  amidst  uncertainty  about  its  future 
place  tn  the  European  and  International 
systems.  Further,  regional  conflicts  con¬ 
tinue  to  disrupt  an  increasingly  inter¬ 
dependent  international  system, 
exacerbated  by  an  expanding  market  for 
advanced  electronics,  propulsive, 
electromechanical,  and  other  weapons 
technology  systems.  Including  those 
necessary  to  fashion  nuclear  devices. 
Latent  global  insecurities  Increase  when 
the  power  attributes  of  nations  are  over¬ 
laid  by  diverse  cultural  persjx*ctlves  (to 
Include  divergent  views  of  (ust  and  unjust 
wars  and  what  constitutes  the  permis¬ 
sible  use  of  force),  ethnic  and  religious 
differences  within  and  l>etween  stales. 
eonq*ellng  territorial  and  economic  inter¬ 
ests,  and  the  ubiquitous  concept  of 
sovereign  rights."  In  many  respects,  what 
might  follow  in  the  wake  of  the  ('old  war 
could  he  as  problematic  for  Western 
policymakers  as  Ihe  aftermath  of  World 
War  I  was  tor  liberal  |x>lltical  theorists 
wiio  dreamed  of  the  |>ermanenl  alxffltion 
of  [lower  [xillties: 

Al!  believed  Oi.it  responsihilll v  for  the  w;ir  rested 
v«'r v  iar  gcly  wt*h  the  mlltt.ir IsMr  ideology  rooted 
In  the  «|u. islfend.il  monarchical  soda!  order  in 
Ontral  Knrojie  wlicwe  destruction  had  removed 
a  s#*rions  obstacle  to  world  pea  re  What  was 
harder  tor  thnn  to  appreciate  was  that  the 
destruc  Mon  of  that  order  would  .  c  reate  a 


CADRE  PAPER 


vacuum  to  be  filled  by  waning  force*  of  revolu¬ 
tion  and  counter-revolution  out  of  which  regimes 
would  arise  far  more  ferocious  than  those  they 
had  replaced — regimes  even  less  susceptible  to 
reason  or  enamoured  of  an  order  based  on  con¬ 
sent.7 

As  the  Persian  Gulf  conflict  of  1990-91 
Illustrates,  the  postcontainment  world 
might  well  be  fraught  with  perils  ap¬ 
proaching  those  (excepting  the  threat  of 
global  nuclear  war)  found  in  our  erstwhile 
competition  with  the  Soviet  Union.  This 
Is  due.  in  part,  to  the  proliferation  of 
nuclear  weapons-related  technologies 
and  the  advanced  means  for  delivering 
weapons  of  mass  destruction.  To  sense 
the  full  significance  of  such  develop¬ 
ments.  one  need  only  consider  the  dimen¬ 
sions  of  the  problem  posed  to  the  United 
States  and  its  allies  If  Iraq  Indeed  had 
possessed  nuclear  warheads  to  fit  Its 
Scud  missiles.  Taken  one  step  further, 
what  would  have  been  the  strategic  op¬ 
tions  in  the  Persian  Gulf  If  the  US  military 
had  been  the  size  in  1 99 1  it  was  budgeted 
to  be  In  1996  and  if  Saddam  Hussein  had 
displayed  a  better  appreciation  of  military 
art  and  statecraft? 


Future  Choices 

Strategic  Ends  and  Means 

If  STRATEGY  is  the  art  of  applying 
military  technology  to  achieve  desired 
ends,  the  Institutionalized  beliefs  of 
policymakers  about  what  is  desirable 
(state  of  affairs),  acceptable  (courses  of 
action),  and  probable  (scenarios,  conse¬ 
quences)  constitute  the  looking  glass 
through  which  strategic  alternatives 
must  pass  for  decision.8  As  Colin  Gray 
maintains,  if  there  is  such  a  thing  as 
national  strategic  culture  (l.e.,  unique 
“modes  of  thought  and  action  with 
respect  to  force"),  understanding  one's 
own  strategic  perspectives  and  those  of 


others  would  seem  to  be  an  essential 
prerequisite  to  developing  effective 
nuclear  weapons  and  defense  policy* 

Worldviews  and  Strategic 
Vehicles 

United  STATES  strategic  views  stipu¬ 
late  that  we  prosecute  so-called  unlimited 
wars  (such  as  the  First  and  Second  World 
wars)  with  complete  fervor,  while  we 
struggle  to  sustain  flagging  popular  sup¬ 
port  during  conflicts  conducted  for  more 
limited  (or  less  politically  clear-cut)  objec¬ 
tives.10  Further,  the  style  of  American 
warfare  reflects  specific  national 
preferences,  both  in  strategies  and  In 
operational  method: 

The  ability  to  produce  and  field  sophisticated 
weapons  that  provide  great  firepower  combined 
with  the  tradition  of  overwhelming  our  enemies 
has  produced  a  significant  trend  In  twentieth- 
century  American  military  technique.  Modem 
American  strategists  and  tacticians  have  sought 
to  substitute  fire  and  steel  for  American  blood. 
Strategic  bombing  in  World  War  n  was  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  find  a  way  to  victory  that  would  mini¬ 
mize  American  bloodshed. 1 1 

Such  palpable  American  impatience 
with  protracted  conflict  for  other  than 
absolute  objectives  (e.g.,  the  total  over¬ 
throw  of  world-threatening  fascist- 
militarist  dictatorships)  and  a 
corresponding  affinity  for  the  decisive  ap¬ 
plication  of  combat  power  to  avoid  a 
protracted  conflict  raise  a  key  question 
for  US  strategists.-  Absent  the  threat  of  a 
bilateral  nuclear  exchange,  to  what  level 
of  violence  would  the  United  States  be 
willing  to  carry  localized  conflicts  to 
secure  allied  interests  at  the  lowest  pos¬ 
sible  cost  in  blood  and  treasure?  A  par¬ 
tial  answer  might  lie  in  the  recent 
statements  of  senior  US  military  officers 
and  analysts  and  other  officials  at  the 
Defense  Department  that  the  key  to  a 
rapid  and  minimum-cost  Persian  Gulf 
campaign  against  Iraq  lay  in  employing 
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air  power  to  the  fullest  extent  possible 
within  existing  political  and  strategic  con¬ 
straints.12  While  this  could  mean  heavy 
attacks  on  economic,  political,  and  logis¬ 
tics  Infrastructures  as  well  as  on  military 
forces  In  advance  of  a  ground  offensive,  It 
obviously  begs  for  more  extreme  pos¬ 
sibilities,  such  as  the  use  of  nuclear 
weapons  to  break  a  protracted  and  costly 
conventional  deadlock  or  to  end  hos¬ 
tilities  against  a  future  adversary  who 
possesses  nuclear,  bacteriological,  or 
chemical  weapons.  Would  the  nuclear 
threshold  In  such  situations  be  as  invio¬ 
late  as  is  commonly  supposed,  given 
traditional  US  strategic  values  and  at¬ 
titudes? 

Viewed  from  another  angle,  what  we 
commonly  perceive  to  be  absolute 
limits — either  as  to  the  nature  of  deter¬ 
rence  or  actual  levels  of  destruction  In 
warfare  or  even  acceptable  loss  rates — 
might  have  a  decidedly  different  meaning 
to  those  who  are  possessed  of  different 
worldviews,  traditions,  and  experiences. 
Bernard  Brodle’s  observation  that  “good 
strategy  presumes  good  anthropology 
and  sociology”  requires  careful  reflection, 
as  does  the  idea  that  American 
policymakers  might  have  transferred 
their  own  concepts  of  nuclear  war  and  the 
nature  of  deterrence  to  others  (i.e.,  the 
Soviets)  who  did  not  really  share  the  same 
perspectives.13 

Weapons  and  Military  Roles 
Some  Difficulties 

At  the  grand  strategic  level,  defense 
priorities  are  based  on  perceptions  of 
security  goals  and  threats  for  which  less 
abstract  measures  of  merit  (such  as  force 
size  or  performance  characteristics)  are 
adequate  only  to  a  point.  For  example, 
each  of  the  several  different  levels  of  US 
nuclear  thought,  ranging  from  declara¬ 
tory  to  force  development  and  employ¬ 
ment  policy,  addresses  different 
dimensions  of  the  same  overall  strategy. 


Policymakers  and  planners  sometimes 
approach  the  issue  of  deterrence  and 
military  preparedness  from  decidedly  dif¬ 
ferent  perspectives.14  Consequently,  it 
should  surprise  few  observers  that 
theater  nuclear  weapons  have  held  con¬ 
siderable  appeal  as  “lower-order”  Instru¬ 
ments  of  deterrence  while  they  have 
simultaneously  prompted  significant 
concern  about  the  escalatory  risks  en 
tailed. 

Military  Technology  and  Resource 
Availability 

Beyond  the  difficulty  of  subjectively 
defining  threat  as  opposed  to  adequate 
response  lies  a  second  problem  Involving 
ends  and  means.  Since  other  national 
(nondefense)  priorities  occasionally  make 
urgent  and  legitimate  calls  on  our  resour¬ 
ces,  perennial  concerns  over  feasible 
defense  strategies  assume  even  more 
critical  proportions: 

With  regard  to  these  global  responsibilities.  U  S. 
forces  are  obviously  not  available  to  defend 
everywhere  against  every  threat  at  all  times  .  . 
Because  our  current  forces  are  Insufficient  to 
take  on  all  tasks  simultaneously,  general 
strategic  priorities  and  the  specific  circum¬ 
stances  and  forces  available  at  the  time  will 
govern  force  employment. 15 

As  the  Immediate  military  pressures  of 
the  cold  war  recede,  and  political  senti¬ 
ment  for  a  US  defense  retrenchment 
mounts,  a  variety  of  strategic  options  for 
securing  future  US  global  security  Inter¬ 
ests  has  emerged  (or  resurfaced,  in  the 
case  of  the  Air  Force’s  "Global  Reach” 
projection  of  forward -deployed  and  long- 
range  strategic  air  power).1®  Common  to 
such  visions  of  the  strategic  future  of  the 
United  States  are  the  tacit  concessions 
that  the  United  States  will  possess  un¬ 
limited  resources  to  procure  Its  objectives 
and  that  advanced  weapon  system  tech¬ 
nologies  will  provide  US  forces  with  an 
affordable  ability  to  win  future  conflicts 
quickly  and  decisively.  Such  projection 
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strategies  usually  envision  the  limited 
availability  of  forward  basing  that  is 
provided  by  allies  who  are  in  close 
proximity  to  potential  areas  of  opera¬ 
tion.17 


Nuclear  Weapons 

Effects  and  Applications 

At  LEAST  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
Western  world,  nuclear  weapons  must  be 
considered  first  and  foremost  political  in¬ 
struments  whose  overriding  purpose  is 
the  aversion  of  conflict.  However,  ob¬ 
servers  must  also  consider  nuclear  forces 
as  weapons  in  the  operative  (or  purely 
functional)  sense  to  fully  appreciate 
either  the  costs  that  they  threaten  to 
impose  on  the  enemy  in  the  name  of 
deterrence  or  their  siren-song  to  nations 
having  vastly  different  perceptual  frames 
of  reference  about  what  constitutes  effec¬ 
tive  military  power.  Consequently,  to  un¬ 
derstand  the  larger  political  purposes 
that  particular  classes  of  nuclear 
weapons  might  serve,  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  dismiss  the  inquiry  with  the  generic 
categorization  “nuclear.”  The  need  to  as¬ 
sess  the  operational  and  strategic  im¬ 
plications  of  nuclear  weapons  is 
particularly  acute  in  view  of  what  is  to 
some  observers  an  increasingly  blurred 
distinction  between,  on  the  one  hand, 
types  of  nuclear  weapons  which  produce 
relatively  low-order  “tailored"  effects  and, 
on  the  other,  advanced  conventional 
munitions. 18 

“Intrinsic/Extrinsic”  Nuclear  Effects 

F  r  om  the  standpoint  of  pure  physical 
effect,  the  operational  implications  of 
nuclear  detonations  would  be  relatively 
straightforward — and  negative,  in  terms 
of  functional  disutility — were  it  not  for  the 
fact  that  nuclear  effects  can  be  tailored  to 


achieve  specific  results.  Thermal,  initial, 
and  residual  radiation  effects  are  more 
problematic  than  those  due  to  blast  be 
cause  they  are  subject  to  a  greater  num¬ 
ber  of  intervening  variables  such  as  the 
degree  of  protection  afforded  to  forces  and 
their  equipment  in  the  vicinity.  While  the 
probability  of  kill  from  such  effects  would 
be  approximately  100  percent  for  un¬ 
protected  personnel  and  equipment  at  o; 
adjacent  to  the  point  of  detonation,  this 
probability  becomes  secondai  v  to  blast 
(and  particularly  overpressure)  as  the 
distances  Increase  from  ground  zero. 
However,  greatly  increased  lethal  etleets 
from  the  initial  nuclear  radiation  are  pos 
sible  by  minimizing  the  fission  yield  of  a 
weapon  relative  to  its  fusion  yield  (also 
achieved,  in  part,  by  substituting  non¬ 
uranium  tampers).19  Such  a  weapon— 
variously  termed  enhanced  radiation, 
reduced  blast,  or  neutron  bomb- -can 
deliver  lethal  dose-  of  neutron  and 
gamma  radiation  to  about  twice  the  dis¬ 
tance  as  fission  devices  of  comparable 
yield.  This  weapon  can  also  deliver 
roughly  the  same  amount  of  radiation  as 
fission  weapons  having  10  times  the  ex¬ 
plosive  yield.20  These  explosive  yield 
scenarios  illustrate  the  possibility  of 
reducing  blast,  thermal,  and  residual 
radiation  effects  by  greatly  deer  easir  ig  tire 
weapons  yield  required  to  produce  in¬ 
tense  doses  of  prompt  radiation.  Re¬ 
search  is  also  under  way  to  determine  the 
explosive  yield  of  other  types  of  tailored 
effects  weapons,  such  as  suppressed 
radiation  devices  (enhanced  blast  effects 
with  reduced  neutron  radiation)  and  in¬ 
duced  radiation  weapons  (increased  con 
tamination  from  initial  radiation,  for 
temporary  area  denial).2' 

Three  points  emphastze  the  intrinsic 
effects  of  nuclear  weapons.  First ,  regard¬ 
less  of  their  generic  properties  (t  fie  reiease 
of  radiation,  intense  thermal  energy,  and 


51 


CADRE  PAPER 


explosive  power  producing  blast),  nuclear 
weapons  can  produce  an  extremely  broad 
range  of  direct  and  Indirect  effects. 
Stripped  of  such  fundamentally  Impor¬ 
tant  but  collateral  concerns  as  the 
dangers  of  escalation  frenzy,  atmospheric 
contamination,  and  nuclear  winter, 
single  or  limited  numbers  of  nuclear 
weapons  produce  effects  that — while  they 
might  defy  moral,  political,  or  even  opera¬ 
tional  logic — are  at  least  comprehensible 
and  quantifiable.13  Second,  regardless  of 
the  potentially  significant  ecological 
hazards  that  result  from  surface  or  air 
bursts,  the  Immediate  results  of  low- 
order  nuclear  detonations  can  be  dis¬ 
criminate:  people,  equipment,  and 
structures  at  varying  distances  from 
ground  zero  can,  with  proper  prepara¬ 
tion,  survive  to  operate  In  a  nuclear  en¬ 
vironment.11  Finally,  the  effects 
produced  by  a  nuclear  detonation  can  be 
tar  more  intense  over  far  greater  areas 
than  those  achieved  try  nonnuclear  muni¬ 
tions  (one  possible  exception  ^*1!  be  dis¬ 
cussed  later)  Whether  the  net 
operational  benefit  of  constrained 
nuclear  effects  Is  real  or  dangerously  Il¬ 
lusory.  the  fact  remains  that  decisive 
operational  advantage  could  be  seen  in 
the  limited  (or  concentrated)  employment 
of  nuclear  weapons. 

Net  Effects 

I»u>  Order  Nuclear  Versus  Advanced 
Conventional  Weapons 

(liven  nuclear  weapons’  obvious 
It  abilities—  military  and  political — Is  there 
a  position  at  which  the  nuclear  point  of 
focused  lor  militarily  useful)  destruction 
idler. sects  that  of  evolving/emerging  con¬ 
ventional  munitions  capabilities?  While 
It  might  seem  as  pointless  to  compare 
iclativccflectsol  nuclear  and  convention¬ 
al  weapons  as  It  is  to  draw  parallels  be¬ 
tween  lire  eating  habits  of  sharks  and 
giraffes,  the  distinction  between  the  Iwo 
might  prove  more  artificial  than  absolute 
lor  a  nonrlwt  of  reasons. 


First,  the  traditional  operational 
measure  of  merit  In  ordering  combat 
priorities  has  been  the  enemy’s  ability  to 
further  his  military  and  political  objec¬ 
tives  while  frustrating  our  own.  The 
operational  planning  process  attempts  to 
assign  systems  and  warheads  offering  the 
highest  probability  of  prompt  kill  against 
enemy  forces  and/or  systems  presenting 
the  greatest  potential  danger  to  vital 
friendly  forces  or  installations.34  The  US 
single  Integrated  operations  plan  repre¬ 
sents  probably  the  most  extreme  instance 
of  threat  prioritization  according  to  risk. 
Involving  as  It  does  enemy  forces  that 
pose  the  most  direct  and  immediate 
nuclear  hazard  to  the  United  States  or  Its 
allies.  At  lower  levels  of  conflict,  field 
commanders  who  seek  to  seize  the  opera¬ 
tional  Initiative  from  an  enemy  will  jry  to 
neutralize  those  forces  or  weapons  sys¬ 
tems  most  likely  to  impede  a  swift  and 
effective  operation. 

Unfortunately,  those  who  would  draw 
cleai  distinctions  between  operational 
and  strategic  necessity  in  target  choices 
and  tactical  ballistic  missiles,  along  with 
advanced  long-range  aircraft  with  stand¬ 
off  launch  capabilities  and  other  deep- 
reach  weapons  systems,  have  stood  such 
distinctions  on  their  head.  The  spectacle 
of  Intensive  allied  search-and-destroy  air 
operations  against  Iraqi  mobile  Scud  mis¬ 
siles  at  the  outset  of  the  Persian  Gulf 
conflict  effectively  discounts  the  notion 
that  political,  strategic,  and  operational 
considerations  are  somehow  separable  In 
modem  warfare.  As  the  definition  of  sig¬ 
nificant  military  threat  has  changed  with 
technological  advances  In  delivery  sys¬ 
tems,  concepts  about  (he  types  of  force 
necessary  to  counter  such  threats  appear 
to  be  undergoing  a  corresponding  trans¬ 
formation.  That  the  perceived  need 
begets  the  chosen  means  Is  evidenced  try 
the  fact  that  chemical  weapons  produc¬ 
tion  facilities  located  In  heavily  populated 
sections  of  Baghdad  were  deemed  crucial 
enough  a  threat  to  warrant  surgical 
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cruise  missile  and  tactical  air  strikes. 
While  the  particular  means  chosen  to 
Implement  Operation  Desert  Storm  were 
purely  conventional,  the  open-ended 
problem  of  targeting  threats  having  both 
operational  and  strategic  possibilities  en¬ 
compasses  a  broader  range  of  pos¬ 
sibilities  than  those  represented  by 
specific  weapons  systems.  As  a  conse¬ 
quence.  the  United  States  refused  to  un¬ 
equivocally  rule  out  other  types  of 
responses,  including  the  use  of  chemical 
or  nuclear  weapons,  throughout  the  con¬ 
flict. 

A  second  reason  for  not  embracing  a 
strict  dichotomy  between  low-yleld 
nuclear  weapons  and  their  conventional 
alternatives  lies  In  the  targeting  Itself. 
Not  all  targets  are  created  equally  In 
terms  of  susceptibility  to  damage  from 
particular  types  of  weapons.  Technically, 
a  target  Is  defined  by  Its  relative  hard¬ 
ness.  degree  of  surface  exposure  to  direct 
weapons  effects  (i.e..  subterranean  struc¬ 
tures  might  experience  only  the  shock 
transmitted  by  an  explosive  detonation 
on  the  surface  above),  and  the  extent  to 
which  its  constituent  elements  are  dis¬ 
persed.  Where  2,000-pound  laser- 
guided  bombs  might  be  Ideal  for  bridges 
or  ammunition  storage  sites  and  conven¬ 
tional  cluster  munitions  might  be 
suitable  for  troop  concentrations  or  air¬ 
fields.  neither  weapon  provides  the 
precise  effects  necessary  to  neutralize 
hardened  missile  silos  or  large,  mobile- 
armored  formations  operating  in  rela¬ 
tively  open  terrain. 

Third,  specific  weapons  effects  might 
be  required  for  targets  that  are  Inacces¬ 
sible  to  direct  impact,  are  dispersed  and 
mobile,  or  are  so  situated  that  they  pose 
a  high  risk  of  attrition  to  attacking  forces. 
While  precision  guided  conventional 
munitions  have  appreciably  reduced  the 
amount  of  high  explosives  required  to 
significantly  damage  specific  kinds  of  tar- 
gets.  they  could  require  specialized 


capabilities  to  destroy  other  types  of  tar¬ 
gets. 

Finally,  distinctions  between  weapons 
effects  become  somewliat  gray  when  one 
examines  the  trade-off  between  weapon 
delivery  accuracy  and  the  desired  prob¬ 
ability  of  damage  to  particular  targets. 
Precision-guided  munitions  have 
noticeably  affected  the  calculations  of  tar¬ 
geting  staffs  and  commanders  alike  by 
greatly  improving  probabilities  of  damage 
through  vastly  increased  delivery  ac¬ 
curacy  (measured  in  terms  of  circular 
error  of  probability  (CEP)  and  defined  as 
the  radius  from  the  center  of  a  target 
within  which  one-half  of  the  delivered 
weapons  can  be  expected  to  fall).  Such 
accuracy  has  reduced  the  number  of 
launches,  sorties,  or  rounds  necessary  to 
effect  the  destruction  of  even  small,  haid- 
ened  point  targets.25  At  the  same  time, 
the  benefits  of  Improved  dellveiy  ac¬ 
curacies  have  been  partially  offset  l>y  size- 
of-payload  restrictions  that  effectively 
limit  the  conventional  explosive  potential 
for  most  munitions  to  what  can  l>e  effec 
tively  packed  into  a  warhead  or  i  urrled 
aboard  a  delivery  vehicle.  Consequently, 
the  effects  of  such  weapons,  while  for¬ 
midable  for  many  types  of  targets,  might 
not  produce  tne  power  (In  a  single 
weapon)  necessary  to  neutralize  certain 
types  of  targets,  as  evidenced  by  the 
United  Nations'  (UN)  decision  to  carpet 
bomb  Iraq's  Republican  Guard  forma¬ 
tions  by  using  B-52s  to  carry  large  num¬ 
bers  of  general  purpose  bombs.  As  a 
result,  large  numbers  of  high -explosive 
conventional  weapons  might  t>e  required 
to  service  particular  types  of  targets.  A 
proportionate  amount  of  collateral 
damage  is  usually  the  inevitable  result. 
There  is  a  certain  irony  in  the  observation 
that  low-yield  nuclear  weapons  designed 
to  maximize  certain  effects  might,  in  fact, 
offer  smaller  risk  of  unwanted  destruc¬ 
tion  (i.e..  outside  of  the  target  area)  than 
the  mass  employment  of  conventional 
munitions: 
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III  <  <  tiu  v  (i. .llut  rd  (-fleets  nuclear  weapons) 

iii r  different  weajKjnn  because  they  seek  to  ex¬ 
ploit.  or  icstrli  r.  different  weapons  effects.  These 
illlti-i  ciu  cm  o)><  it  out  a  pailem  of  tactical  nuclear 
wall. oe  In  will.  I.  II  becomes  possible  to  fulfill 
military  m  il.-,  in  a  manner  tliat  hardly  conforms 
to  the  di  imii  tai  it  linage  of  widespread  destruction 
ami  contamination.  Furthermore,  and  perhaps 
even  more  leveallng  of  persistent  shibboleths, 
differ <•/«  e.i  b.  t uitii  these  weapons  and  conven¬ 
tional  wraj-ons  Indicate  that  conventional  war¬ 
fare  may  not  be  as  relatively  virtuous  as  many 
presently  believe.2® 

Such  views  l>eg  the  obvious  problem  of 
having  target  arrays  dispersed  over  large 
geographic  areas  that  might  require  sig¬ 
nificant  numbers  of  low-yield  nuclear 
weapons  to  cover  all  target  elements 
(stu  b  as  maneuver  battalions  operating 
in  a  l it i It  1  battlefield  environment).  In 
such  eases,  the  operational  benefits  of 
tactic  al  nuclear  weapons  could  well  be 
oft  set  by  concerns  over  aggregate 
amounts  of  radiation  and  other  side  ef¬ 
fects  produced  by  a  large  number  of 
nuclear  detonations. 

Kegai  dless  how  closely  certain  types  of 
low  -  of  ilct  nui  icai  weapoua  anu  advanced 
conventional  weapons  approach  each 
other  in  terms  of  physical  effect  and  rela¬ 
tive  destructive  capability,  the  specter  of 
tactic  al  nuclear  warfare  continues 
psychologically  to  Influence  current 
dm. times  ha  high  Intensity  conventional 
operations 

Modifications  in  Force  Design  and 
Operational  Practice 

The  distinct  tiireat  posed  by  theater 
nuclear  weapons  to  conventional  forces 
and  their  supporting  Infrastructures  has 
had  a  significant  impact  on  how  those 
foices  have  prepared  to  do  battle.  For 
example.  Soviet  military  doctrine  has  long 
recognized  the  potential  for  operations  on 
the  nuclear  battlefield.  It  has  given  con¬ 
siderable  attention  to  such  concepts  as 
smaller  and  more  highly  mobile  ground 
maneuver  elements,  echelonment  of 
primary,  follow-on  forces  to  produce 


high -tempo  operations  leading  to  rapid 
closure  with  enemy  forces,  dispersal  of 
ground  force  units  in  columns  of  march 
or  when  deployed  lor  battle,  and  the  ur¬ 
gent  need  to  neutralize  enemy  tactical 
nuclear  weapons  capabilities  at  the  ear¬ 
liest  possible  opportunity.27  While  the 
concept  of  the  nonlinear  battlefield  of  the 
future  is  mostly  an  offshoot  of  quantum 
advances  in  the  scope,  range,  mobility, 
and  killing  power  of  conventional 
weaponry  and  supporting  systems,  it  has 
been  influenced  in  no  small  measure  by 
the  expected  effects  of  tactical  nuclear 
warfare.28  According  to  a  1985  statement 
by  the  assistant  secretary  of  defense  for 
atomic  energy: 

The  presence  of  a  potent  SNF  (short-range 
nuclear  force)  on  the  battlefield  causes  an  attack¬ 
er  to  choose  between  dispersing  his  forces  In 
order  to  avoid  presenting  a  lucrative  nuclear 
target  or  (Inviting)  catastrophic  destruction  by 
keeping  them  massed.  An  attacker  who  prefers 
mass,  but  who  has  been  forced  to  disperse  has 
his  forces  deployed  In  a  way  that  decreases  their 
effectiveness,  and  slows  the  momentum  of  the 
attack.  This  situation.  In  turn,  causes  a  recal 
culatlon  of  the  probability  of  successful  attack, 
and  the  reduction  of  that  probability  Is  what  will 
cause  an  aggressor  to  be  deterred. 

Battlefield  operational  doctrine  is  but 
one  of  a  number  of  areas  of  strategic  and 
operational  thought  affected  by  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  theater  nuclear  weapons.  Given 
that  TNW  possessing  varying  range  limits 
can  essentially  hold  at  risk  an  entire 
spectrum  of  enemy  war  -fight  ing  and  war- 
sustaining  capabilities  (up  to  and  Includ¬ 
ing  homeland-based  assets).  It  is  not 
surprising  that  these  weapons  have  come 
to  personify  a  sort  of  ultimate  military 
center  of  gravity  In  both  the  NATO  and 
Warsaw  Pact  ways  of  thinking.30  Conse¬ 
quently.  much  thought  has  gone  into 
dealing  with  the  enemy's  ability  to  employ 
such  weapons  (as  well  as  chemical  and 
biological  agents)  against  supporting  in¬ 
frastructures  as  well  as  military  forces 
and  to  devise  credible  means  for  threaten- 
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ing  the  enemy’s  support  systems  across 
the  board.31 

Extended  Deterrence 

Meanings  and  Implications 

THERE  are  numerous  varia¬ 
tions  on  the  theme  of  deterrence,  many  of 
which  are  cleverly  couched  In  motive  be¬ 
havior — denial,  tallonlc  (or  “eye  for  an 
eye"),  and  relnforceable — extended,  con¬ 
ventional,  or  nuclear  deterrence  hinges 
on  a  more  pragmatic  notion.  That  Is,  the 
promise  of  punishment  beyond  the  value 
of  the  gain  sought  or  outright  denial  of 
military  objectives  will  dissuade  potential 
aggressors  from  attempting  to  take  that 
which  appears  to  be  within  their  means. 
However,  as  Is  the  case  with  deterrence 
In  its  more  general  sense,  a  number  of 
qualifiers  make  the  process  of  “extending" 
a  protective  threat  somewhat 
problematic.  First,  what  results  from  the 
overt  or  Implied  threat  of  armed  force  will 
depend  on  the  situation  inspiring  the 
threatened  use  of  a  particular  military 
Instrument.  Second,  deterrent  relation¬ 
ships  are  dynamic  (i.e.,  subject  to  change 
over  time  in  the  calculations  and 
capabilities  of  the  parties  Involved). 
Third,  a  variety  of  tangible  and  Intangible 
factors,  physical  and  psychological, 
determine  the  nature  of  a  deterrent 
relationship  and  its  ultimate  outcomes. 
Such  factors  complicate  the  attempt  to 
“rationalize”  the  threat  of  nuclear 
weapons,  particularly  where  the  threat  of 
pure  retaliation  (or  response  in  kind)  does 
not  fit  the  circumstance  (l.e.,  an  ap¬ 
propriate  response  to  Soviet  conventional 
aggression  against  regional  allies). 

Extended  Deterrence 
Perils  and  Promises 

The  United  States  has  learned  over 
four  decades  as  the  senior  partner  In  the 
North  Atlantic  Alliance  that  linking 


sovereign  Interests  to  those  of  third-party 
nations  under  the  euphemism  of  “an  at¬ 
tack  on  one  is  an  attack  on  all'  is  a 
relatively  convoluted  process.32  The  ter¬ 
ritorial  Integrity  or  material  well-being  of 
the  deterring  nation  is  one  thing.  How¬ 
ever,  attempting  to  convince  a  potential 
aggressor  that  one  is  quite  willing  to  risk 
self-immolation  to  preclude  an  attack  on 
another  coalition  member,  an  ocean  or  a 
continent  away,  might  be  quite  another. 
In  one  case  the  vested  nature  of  the  Inter¬ 
est  at  stake  is  Immediately  self-evident, 
while  additional  evidence  of  commitment 
and  Intent  to  act  on  that  commitment 
might  be  necessary  to  convincingly  sup¬ 
port  less  direct  Interests: 

The  difference  between  the  national  homeland 
and  everything  "abroad"  Is  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  threats  that  are  inherently  credible,  even 
if  unspoken,  and  threats  that  have  to  be  made 
credible.  To  project  the  shadow  of  one's  military 
forces  over  other  countries  and  territories  is  an 
act  of  diplomacy.33 

Apart  from  the  attenuating  effect  that 
distance  and  one  or  more  stages  of  politi¬ 
cal  separation  might  have  on  an 
aggressor's  ability  to  accept  a  declaration 
of  vital  Interest  as  bona  fide  and  ac¬ 
tionable,  attempts  to  extend  deterrence 
encounter  two  further  difficulties.  First, 
the  gulf  between  what  is  obviously  a 
sphere  of  vital  interest  and  what  is 
declared  a  vital  Interest  might  make  ex¬ 
tremely  difficult  an  accurate  assessment 
by  a  potential  challenger  of  the  extending 
nation's  real  intent  and  capability,  lead¬ 
ing  to  possible  miscalculation  and  deter¬ 
rent  failure.  Second,  an  attempt  to 
extend  deterrence  Into  an  adversary's 
backyard  may  be  seen  by  an  opponent  as 
either  a  distinct  security  threat,  a  chal¬ 
lenge  to  his  bargaining  reputation,  or 
both.34 

The  United  States  has  gone  to  great 
lengths  to  underwrite  the  security  of  its 
more  vital  alliances.  In  the  case  of  NATO. 
US  security  measures  included  the 
positioning  of  significant  numbers  of  US 
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forces  In  the  territories  of  alliance  mem¬ 
bers.  the  deployment  of  theater  nuclear 
weapons  under  unilateral  control  as  well 
as  under  a  dual-key  arrangement,  and  an 
obvious  connection  between  the  wartime 
integrity  of  NATO  and  aposslble  US 
strategic  nuclear  response.  It  is  impor¬ 
tant  to  note  the  linking  role  that  theater 
nuclear  weapons  have  assumed  in  both 
the  NATO  strategy  for  theater  defense  and 
in  the  larger  strategic  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union.  Although  US  policy  declarations 
of  recent  years  have  laid  increasing  em¬ 
phasis  on  the  concept  of  conventional 
deterrence,  the  US  security  strategy  for 
Europe,  up  to  and  following  the  1988 
ratification  of  the  Intermediate-range 
Nuclear  Force  Treaty,  has  continued  to 
rely  on  theater  nuclear  forces  as  a  center- 
piece  of  the  policy  of  graduated  deter¬ 
rence.98 


Theater  Nuclear  Forces  and 
Future  United  States  Nuclear 
Options 
Some  Inferences 

The  CONCLUSIONS  which  follow  rest 
on  several  key  assumptions.  First,  ab¬ 
sent  a  "competent  and  sufficiently  power¬ 
ful  authority  at  the  international  level," 
global  affairs  will  continue  to  reflect  the 
unique  interests  of  Individual  nation¬ 
states.  coalitions,  or  power  blocs.37  Con¬ 
flicts  will  continue  to  occur  in  the 
economic,  political,  and,  on  occasion, 
military  arenas.  Second,  nuclear 
weapons  will  not  only  continue  to  exist  In 
the  arsenals  of  the  nations  currently  pos¬ 
sessing  them,  but  they  will  continue  to  be 
regarded  as  desirable,  albeit  dangerous, 
instruments  of  national  power  by  aspir¬ 
ing  regional  powers.  Consequently,  ac¬ 
quisition  by  nonnuclear  states  of 
technologies  and  materials  essential  to 


the  construction  of  nuclear  devices  will 
continue  In  the  absence  of  effective  inter¬ 
national  means  for  controlling  nuclear 
proliferation.  Third,  research  into  ad¬ 
vanced  nuclear  weapons  effects  will  con¬ 
tinue,  as  will  the  development  (if  not  the 
mass  field  deployment)  of  so-called 
tailored-effects  weapons.  Finally,  US 
cold  war  strategic  perspectives  that  em¬ 
phasize  maintenance  of  a  global  status 
quo  based  on  the  right  of  self-determina¬ 
tion  will  not  radically  change,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  not  in  ways  involving  a  full-scale 
disengagement  from  our  role  as  cham¬ 
pion  of  global  peace  and  stability,  or  a 
return  to  a  new  isolationism.98  The 
recent  US-led  and  UN-sanctioned  opera¬ 
tions  against  Iraq  are  indicative  of  the 
lengths  to  which  the  United  States  Is 
prepared  to  go.  particularly  where  Its  per¬ 
ceived  vital  interests  are  intermixed  with 
broader,  internationalist  concerns. 

The  Logic — or  Woglc — of  Theater 
Nuclear  Weapons  In  the  “New  World 
Order" 

The  meeting  point  of  US  strategic  cul¬ 
ture.  perceived  threats  to  US  vital  inter¬ 
ests,  and  the  deterrent  effects  of  theater 
nuclear  weapons  have,  for  the  past  40 
years,  been  In  Western  Europe.  Whether 
Europe  ultimately  remains  the 
touchstone  of  US  strategic  interests  vis- 
a-vis  a  reinvigorated  Soviet  land  power  is 
uncertain.  However,  recent  national 
policy  statements  indicate  that  the 
United  States  is  likely  to  continue  in  its 
self-appointed  role  as  a  democratic 
primus  inter  pares  and  to  retain  an  active 
security  interest  In  global  affairs: 

In  particular,  for  most  of  this  century,  the  United 
States  has  deemed  it  a  vital  interest  to  prevent 
any  hostile  power  or  group  of  powers  from 
dominating  the  Eurasian  land  mass.  This  inter¬ 
est  remains.  ...  As  the  world's  most  powerful 
democracy,  we  are  Inescapably  the  leader,  the 
connecting  link  in  a  global  alliance  of 
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democracies.  The  pivotal  responsibility  for  en¬ 
suring  the  stability  of  the  International  balance 
remains  ours,  even  as  Its  requirements  change 
in  a  new  era.® 

For  the  duration  of  the  cold  war,  the 
strategic  logic  of  theater  nuclear  weapons 
has  resulted  In  large  part  from  the  per¬ 
ceived  need  of  the  United  States  to  con¬ 
tain  the  Soviet  Union  on  its  own 
peripheries  (which  encompassed  large 
portions  of  both  Europe  and  Asia,  includ¬ 
ing  MacKinder's  vital  Eurasian 
heartland).*’  This  strategy  involved  ex¬ 
tending  the  protection  of  arms  to  allies 
who  are  positioned  directly  in  the  lee  of  a 
militarily  preponderant  and  Ideologically 
hostile  continental  land  power.  Conse¬ 
quently,  one  might  quite  understandably 
(and  erroneously)  infer  that  theater 
nuclear  forces,  and  the  concept  of  a 
proportionate,  graduated  deterrence  that 
they  served,  have  no  meaning  apart  from 
that  specific  strategic  relationship.  How¬ 
ever,  while  TNF  might  have  once  been 
weapons  In  search  of  a  mission  (which 
came  home  to  roost  In  NATO  arsenals  as 
both  heralds  and  staunch  underpinnings 
of  the  flexible  response  strategy),  these 
weapons  appear  to  have  found  a  per¬ 
manent  home  In  the  logic  of  an  extended 
deterrence  grounded  on  the  threat  of 
graduated  escalation.  Consequently,  the 
continued  US  commitment  to  a  global 
system  of  Independent  centers  of  power 
could  well  Indicate  a  new  strategic  re¬ 
quirement  for  such  weapons.  There  are 
a  number  of  reasons  for  considering  the 
possibility  that  the  same  ties  that  have 
linked  US  security  Interests  to  those  of  its 
European  allies  through  the  esealatory 
medium  of  theater  nuclear  weapons 
might  also  govern  future  relationships 
with  the  nations  of  Europe  and  Asia. 


The  Residual  Soviet  Threat 

F IRST,  WHILE  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  are  no  longer  militarily  posi¬ 


tioned  “eyeball-  to-eyeball"  in  Western 
Europe,  the  future  of  the  Soviet  Union  as 
a  continental  and.  possibly  yet  again,  a 
global  power  has  yet  to  be  determined. 
The  formidable  nuclear  and  conventional 
capabilities  still  possessed  by  the  Soviets, 
and  the  possibility  of  untoward  political 
developments  within  the  Soviet  Union  or 
vis-a-vis  the  West,  make  the  complete 
dismantlement  of  existing  security  ar¬ 
rangements  premature  and  risky.  It 
would  thus  stand  to  reason  that  a  policy 
of  graduated  deterrence,  along  with  its 
supporting  military  implements  (such  as 
TNF).  would  be  Important  to  a  stable 
strategic  relationship  during  the  present 
period  of  transition.  1 

Expanding  Glottal  Techno-Military 
Capabilities 

Absent  a  resurgence  in  ideological  or 
political  competition  with  the  Soviet 
Union  leading  to  a  new  arms  race,  the 
United  States  will  still  be  laced  with  the 
prospect  of  accommodating  its  commit¬ 
ment  to  “the  stability  of  the  International 
balance"  with  the  Interests  of  other 
nuclear  powers  or  coalitions.  Some  of 
these,  such  as  India  and  China,  now 
possess  Intermediate-range  delivery 
vehicles  and  have  or  will  shortly  have 
nuclear  weapons.42  As  Robert  L. 
Pfaltzgraff  recently  noted: 

We  are  In  the  midst  of  an  accelerating  difluslon 
of  technologies  that  will  Increase  the  number  of 
states  in  possession  of  the  means  for  conducting 
military  operations  at  the  higher  end  of  the  con¬ 
flict  spectrum  This  tncludes-the  proliferation  of 
missiles,  advanced  aircraft,  maritime  platforms, 
and  nuclear,  biological,  chemical,  and  conven¬ 
tional  warheads.  ** 

It  is  uncertain  at  the  present  time  if  (he 
proliferation  of  advanced  conventional, 
chemical,  or  nuclear  weapons  and  as¬ 
sociated  delivery  means  can  be  arrest  pci . 
Still,  nearly  a  dozen  nations  already  haw. 
such  capabilities  or  are  so  far  along  the 
road  to  operational  deployment  as  to  be 
beyond  the  reach  of  effective  non- 
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proliferation  controls.  Given  such 
developments,  one  can  Justifiably  ques¬ 
tion  the  feasibility  of  attempting  to 
preserve  a  stable  new  world  order — par¬ 
ticularly  in  a  nuclearized  world  gone 
entropic — by  using  the  threat  of 
unilateral  or  collective  conventional 
military  force  alone. 

Power  Perceptions  and 
Nuclear  Weapons 

The  nature  of  current  generation 
nuclear  weapons,  including  the  cumula¬ 
tive  impact  of  technological  advances  in 
tailored  weapons  effects,  could  alter  ex¬ 
isting  cost-benefit  calculations.  For  ex¬ 
ample.  the  possibility  of  reduced 
collateral  damage  afforded  by  advanced 
tactical  nuclear  weapons  might  well 
lower,  rather  than  raise,  the  so-called 
nuclear  threshold  relative  to  high- 
intensity  conventional  warfare.  Such  ad¬ 
vances  create  something  of  a  dilemma  for 
the  United  States  and  its  allies.  For 
decades,  the  US  has  sought  to  convince 
the  Soviets  that,  however  awful  the  effects 
ofTNW  might  be  for  both  sides,  NATO  was 
perfectly  ^tiling  to  employ  them  should 
the  need  arise.  In  so  doing,  the  United 
States  might  have  sown  some  perceptual 
seeds  regarding  the  political  clout  of  such 
weapons  and  their  potential  war-fighting 
utility  that  could  prove  unfortunate  In 
subsequent  years.  There  are  current  in¬ 
dications  that  less  affluent  nations  might 
indeed  see  nuclear  weapons  as  a  cost- 
effective  means  for  attaining  a  significant 
measure  of  political  Influence  vis-d-vis 
their  regional  neighbors  or  with  the  most 
advanced  Industrialized  nations — in  es¬ 
sence,  political  power  on  the  cheap.44 

Given  the  dazzling  display  of  high- 
technology  military  might  in  Desert 
Storm,  It  is  conceivable  that  the  universal 
search  for  the  great  equalizer  could  turn 
toward  the  capabilities  afforded  (at  seem¬ 
ingly  low  cost,  compared  to  massive  con¬ 
ventional  forces)  by  enhanced  radiation 


weapons  and  their  kindred.  In  spile  of 
their  obvious  disadvantages,  nuclear 
weapons  create  operational  possibilities 
that,  although  lurid,  do  indeed  exist  One 
has  only  to  note  NATO  s  long  standing 
reliance  on  the  deterrent  effects  of  tactical 
nuclear  weapons  to  convince  the  Soviets 
of  the  futility  of  ever  employing  their  vast 
ly  preponderant  conventional  forces. 
Consequently,  it  is  quite  possible,  if  not 
altogether  certain,  that  these  weapons 
could  have  irresistible  appeal  as  a  mean 
for  bridging  the  void  between  firs!  rate 
conventional  military’  power  and  the  in 
clpient  combat  capabilities  currently  pos 
sessed  by  a  number  of  developed  and 
developing  nations  Regardless  of  wlrat 
we  would  like  to  believe  concerning 
nuclear  weapons  and  the  human  condi 
tion,  we  must  realize  that  nuclear 
weapons  might  not  have  the  same  con¬ 
notations  everywhere  and  to  everyone 
who  will  ultimately  possess  them.  That 
perceptions  of  utility  might  vary  with 
strategic  culture  is  evident  from  analyses 
indicating  that  “there  is  virtually  nothing 
in  the  voluminous  open  Soviet  tactical 
doctrine  to  support  the  notion  that  they 
make  the  sharp  and  important  distinc¬ 
tion  we  do  between  use  and  non-use  of 
tactical  nuclear  weapons."4*  Granted 
that  the  Soviets  seem,  in  recent  years,  to 
have  “outgrown"  their  fixation  on  tire 
operational  merits  of  theater  nuclear 
weapons,  they  have  left  a  number  of  other 
actors  in  the  nuclear  arena  whose 
propensities  are  less  clear. 

Global  Side  Effects  of  Future 
Regional  Conflicts 

The  potential  spillover  costs  of  regional 
conflict  (ecological  as  well  as  political, 
economic,  and  military)  promise  to  be 
considerably  higher  than  in  the  past  in 
terms  of  threatening  to  disrupt  the  larger 
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status  quo  In  which  the  United  States  has 
stated  a  vested  Interest.  Although  much 
of  the  International  system  as  a  whole  will 
likely  feel  the  crunch  of  Increasingly 
scarce  natural  resources,  possibly  the 
most  hazardous  fallout  could  come  from 
competition  between  such  peripheral 
global  powers  as  India.  Pakistan,  China, 
North  Korea,  the  Republic  of  South 
Africa,  as  well  as  certain  nations  In  the 
Middle  East.  Such  nations  share  tradi¬ 
tional  (and  deep-seated)  antagonisms  as 
well  as  advanced  military  capabilities.  It 
Is  of  course  uncertain  whether  the 
prospect  of  an  Imminent  Eurasian  land 
war  between  comparably  equipped 
regional  nuclear  powers  would  elicit  an 
active  military  response  from  the  United 
States  in  the  interest  of  a  stable  interna¬ 
tional  balance  of  power.  Nor  is  it  a  given 
that  the  United  States  would  intervene  to 
avert  the  ecological  consequences  of  any 
type  of  nuclear  conflict,  acting  on  behalf 
of  what  Jonathan  Schell  calls  the  fragile 
“ecosphere."48  However,  in  light  of  the 
leveling  effect  of  military  capabilities  dis¬ 
cussed  above,  it  is  germane  to  consider 
how  the  United  States  might  seek  solu¬ 
tions  to  regional  conflicts  involving  the 
potential  use  of  nuclear  weapons  and 
possibly  avert  widespread  radiologic  con¬ 
tamination  or  other  environmental  side 
effects. 

Deterrent  Credibility 

Given  chronic  regional  instabilities 
and  the  continuing  proliferation  of 
weapons  technologies,  the  most  pressing 
of  such  open-ended  Issues  involves  the 
kinds  of  deterrent  strategies  likely  to  fur¬ 
ther  future  US  security  interests.  Of  ob¬ 
vious  concern  is  the  extent  to  which  fiscal 
and  political  constraints  will  permit  the 
United  States  to  underwrite  vital  overseas 
commitments  with  large  forward- 


deployed  or  rapid- reaction  conventional 
forces. 

The  claims  of  strategic  air  power  advo¬ 
cates  aside,  the  massive  costs  and  long 
logistics  tail  of  the  Desert  Shield/Desert 
Storm  campaign  would  seem  to  make 
future  unilateral  or  even  multilateral  con¬ 
ventional  military  solutions  to  regional 
crises  logistlcally  difficult  and  painfully 
expensive  for  the  United  States.  Even  a 
modified  containment  strategy — predi¬ 
cated  on  regional  security  coalitions 
backstopped  by  the  threat  of  massive  US 
strategic  conventional  bombardment  and 
shielded  by  antitactical  ballistic  missile 
defenses — is  not  a  straightforward 
proposition  from  a  cost-effectiveness 
standpoint. 

From  the  US  cultural  perspective  of 
hlgh-lntensity,  low-cost  militaiy  solu¬ 
tions,  there  is  sufficient  reason  to  recom¬ 
mend  the  concept  of  a  conventional 
deterrent,  predicated  perhaps  on  the 
threat  of  a  US  global  reach  operation. 
From  an  Air  Force  perspective,  such  an 
operation  might  Involve  an  intensive 
strategic  air  bombardment  of  the  enemy's 
vital  war- making  centers  of  gravity,  espe¬ 
cially  nuclear  weapons  and  their  delivery 
forces.  However,  denial  of  an  adversary’s 
nuclear  option  through  conventional  air 
power  projection  presents  a  couple  of 
problems.  First,  despite  the  impressive 
successes  scored  by  aerospace  power  in 
the  conflict  with  Iraq  in  the  Persian  Gulf, 
one  must  question  the  deterrent 
credibility  of  conventional  air  bombard¬ 
ment  for  those  nations  possessing  ad¬ 
vanced  military  capabilities  and  a  far 
more  sophisticated  understanding  of 
their  strategic  and  operational  uses  than 
the  Iraqis  (e.g.,  the  Soviets,  Chinese,  and 
Indians,  for  starters).  It  remains  to  be 
seen  whether  the  threat  of  such  direct 
military  action  would  deter  an  adversaiy 
possessing  the  means  for  escalating  a 
regional  conflict  to  the  nuclear  level  (as 
well  as  an  air  defense  system  capable  of 
challenging  US  strategic  air  operations). 
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In  such  a  case,  without  the  dire  promise 
of  a  response- In- kind  capability  to  dis¬ 
suade  a  determined  nuclear  power  or 
coalition  from  pursuing  limited 
hegemonic  objectives,  how  convincing 
would  the  threat  of  an  air  campaign  really 
be? 

Second,  an  adversary's  threat  to 
employ  nuclear  weapons  against  its 
regional  neighbors  In  the  event  of  a  US 
attack  on  its  homeland  would  seem  to 
require  an  exceptionally  high  degree  of 
confidence  on  the  part  of  US  decision 
makers  that  strategic  conventional  attack 
would.  In  fact,  prevent  rather  than  Incite 
regional  nuclear  retaliation.  Further,  in 
much  the  same  way  as  the  doctrine  of 
massive  retaliation  went  the  way  of  the 
dinosaurs  almost  as  soon  as  it  was  enun¬ 
ciated.  US  strategic  nuclear  forces  would 
seem  to  lack  credibility  as  a  deterrent 
lever  against  nuclear  powers  posing  no 
direct  threat  to  the  United  States  itself.47 

Theater  Nuclear  Forces 

Operative  Constraints 

Assuming  a  progressive,  or  at  least 
sustained,  rapprochement  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union,  TNW 
could  acquire  a  significantly  different 
context  than  their  present  posture  as  ab¬ 
solute  guarantees  rather  than  as  an  es- 
calatoiy  control  mechanism  or  firebreak 
between  conventional  and  global  nuclear 
war.  However,  such  nuclear  weapons  as 
might  be  required  to  validate  US  deterrent 
guarantees  vis-a-vis  nuclear  third  parties 
must  present  lower  escalatory  risks  than 
at  present  and  be  capable  of  providing 
decision  makers  with  the  most  effective 
and  responsive  means  possible  for  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  demands  of  future  crisis  or 
conflict. 

First,  TNF  should  be  considerably  less 
capable  of  catastrophic  global  mischief 
than  the  theater  nuclear  forces  that 
presently  link  conventional  defense  and  a 


possible  US  strategic  response  to  Soviet 
aggression.  Decoupling  theater  and 
strategic  nuclear  policies  may  not  be  pos¬ 
sible  without  dismantling  the  entire  con¬ 
cept  of  graduated  deterrence.  Nor  would 
it  be  particularly  desirable  to  do  so,  even 
if  it  were  feasible  to  treat  strategic  and 
theater  nuclear  forces  as  separable 
threats  where  the  Soviet  Union  or  some 
other  global  nuclear  power  were  con¬ 
cerned.  The  need  to  minimize  the  risk  of 
direct  escalation  in  conflicts  of  Interest 
between  nuclear  superpowers  mandates 
that  global  and  TNF  remain  part  and 
parcel  of  the  same  seamless  deterrent  for 
the  immediate  future.  This  need  of 
course  presupposes  a  positive  deterrent 
relationship,  one  predicated  on  the 
gradual  drawdown  of  theater-based 
nuclear  systems  and  modeled  on  con¬ 
tinued  constructive  relations  and  effec¬ 
tive  arms  control  and  verification 
measures.  However,  deterrence  might  be 
more  discriminate,  or  focused  on  levels 
lower  than  the  strategic  composite  of 
capabilities,  to  deal  effectively  with 
regional  nuclear  conflict.  For  example,  a 
strategy  of  graduated  deterrence  of 
regional  nuclear  conflict  or  coercion 
would  depend  primarily  on  a  credible, 
cost-effective  conventional  power  projec¬ 
tion  capability  backstopped  by  a  carefully 
focused  (and  significantly  smaller) 
nuclear  threat  centered  on  the  nuclear 
war- making  potential  of  possible  adver¬ 
saries.  In  cases  where  the  interests  of 
global  nuclear  powers  did  not  conflict  (or. 
in  fact,  coincided),  reliance  on  the  threat 
of  theater  nuclear  weapons  might  well 
serve  the  common  international  interest 
while  reducing  the  risk  of  collateral  es¬ 
calation  to  nuclear  warfare  on  a  Wag¬ 
nerian  scale. 

Second,  should  dete»rence  in  some  fu¬ 
ture  incarnation  fail,  the  ability  of  the 
United  States  to  respond  appropriately 
could  well  depend  on  having  a  suitable 
range  of  response  options  and  a  flexible 
means  of  implementing  them  that  encom- 
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passes  both  purely  conventional  and,  in 
a  retaliatory  sense,  limited  nuclear  opera¬ 
tions.  For  example,  the  immediate  threat 
of  even  a  limited  employment  of  nuclear 
weapons  against  US  allies  or  overseas 
forces  may  compel  the  United  States  to 
ponder  the  comparative  advantages  of 
using  low-order  nuclear  weapons  and 
their  conventional  alternatives.  Remote 
as  It  presently  seems,  the  possibility  Is 
not  Inconceivable  that  US  decision 
makers  may  consider  military  threats 
(particularly  those  of  the  nuclear- 
biological-chemical  variety)  sufficiently 
grave  to  require  the  most  effective  military 
response  available.  There  is  no  guaran¬ 
tee  that  the  Immediacy  and  magnitude  of 
such  threats  may  not  require  a  recourse 
to  such  weapons  effects — be  they  nuclear 
or  conventional — as  offers  of  the  highest 
probability  of  success  in  removing  the 
threat  decisively  and  Instantaneously. 48 
Without  such  capability,  altering  the  war- 
making  calculations  of  states  (or  even 
terrorist  organizations)  or  contemplating 
the  use  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
could  prove  exceedingly  difficult,  short  of 
deploying  US  ground  and  tactical  air 
forces  to  particular  zone(s)  of  conflict. 
Such  a  deployment  could,  In  turn,  require 
that  the  United  States  posture  its 
strategic  nuclear  forces  to  ensure  the 
safety  of  Its  own  conventional  forces  from 
a  limited  nuclear  attack. 

Future  Force  Structure  and 
Extended  Deterrence 

In  terms  of  their  strategic  role  in 
security  calculations,  theater  nuclear 
weapons  seem  to  have  developed  a 
flypaper  quality  that  makes  their  disposal 
problematic  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
Developments  In  the  International  arms 
arena,  the  nature  of  existing  nuclear 
weapons  technologies,  the  US  commit¬ 
ment  to  maintaining  the  status  quo,  and 
American  perceptions  of  what  constitutes 
an  adequate/acceptable  deterrent  favor 


retaining  such  weapons  and  the  flexibility 
they  afford.  If  one  accepts  the  argument 
that  we  are  stuck  with  TNF  for  the 
foreseeable  future,  the  question  becomes 
one  of  force  sufficiency:  What  kinds  of 
weapons  and  delivery  systems,  and  how 
many,  might  reasonably  ensure  that  fu¬ 
ture  conflicts  involving  nuclear  weapons 
eithtr  do  not  occur  or,  at  the  very  least, 
remain  within  manageable  bounds  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  United  States. 

There  are  a  number  of  force  structure 
options  available  that  might  provide 
theater  nuclear  capability  adequate  to 
deter  regional  nuclear  conflict.  Although 
they  appear  well  within  the  present 
capability  of  the  United  States  to  achieve, 
certain  options  might  cany  significant 
political  liabilities  and  could  be  con¬ 
sidered  less  desirable  as  a  consequence. 
Force  structure  alternatives  include 
strategic  delivery  systems,  dedicated 
(single-role)  theater  nuclear  systems, 
dual-capable  theater  delivery  systems,  or 
combinations  thereof.  Implicit  In  each 
alternative  are  !’  e  necessary  Intelligence, 
communications,  command  and  control, 
and  other  support  systems.  Implied  as 
well  are  the  design  and  production  tech¬ 
nologies  essential  to  the  kind  of  low-yield, 
discriminate-effects  weapons  necessary 
to  maximize  damage  to  chosen  target 
types  while  minimizing  collateral  damage 
to  nonmilitary  infrastructures  and 
populations.49 

Perhaps  the  most  obvious  force  struc¬ 
ture  alternative  lies  In  the  capabilities 
afforded  by  existing  strategic  delivery  sys¬ 
tems,  including  bombers,  intercontinen¬ 
tal  ballistic  missiles,  sea-launched 
ballistic  missiles,  and  cruise  missiles. 
Continental  United  States  or  sea-based 
strategic  delivery  systems,  carrying 
modified  physics  packages,  might  well  be 
capable  of  achieving  discriminate,  low- 
order  effects  against  a  variety  of  hardened 
and  unhardened  targets  within  the 
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enemy's  conventional  military  and 
nuclear  weapons  infrastructures.  Fur¬ 
ther,  such  systems  would  obviate  the 
problems  of  |x>llli<  ally  acceptable  foreign 
basing  and  security  arrangements  that 
attend  theater-based  nuclear  forces. 
While  such  a  force  might  become  the  most 
cost  effective  of  deterrent  options  In  terms 
of  modernization  and  sustainment  costs, 
it  also  appears  to  be  the  one  most  fraught 
with  undesirable  political  and  strategic 
military  side  effects.  If  such  forces  were 
called  to  a  higher  state  of  alert  (e.g.. 
during  a  crisis  involving  possible  nuclear 
use  by  a  regional  nuclear  power),  separat¬ 
ing  the  actual  from  the  perceived  Intent 
of  the  United  States  could  be  difficult  for 
third-party  nations.  Given  that  the 
Soviet  Union  has  not  seen  fit  to  discard 
its  strategic  agenda  with  regards  to 
nuclear  weapons.  It  would  likely  view  with 
a  Jaundiced  eye  any  US  actions  Involving 
even  the  talntest  possibility  of  nuclear 
employment.  For,  as  Paul  Bracken  has 
noted,  the  extremely  tight  coupling  of 
United  States  and  Soviet  nuclear  warn¬ 
ing.  attack  assessment,  and  command 
and  control  systems  has  made  the  risk  of 
a  Sarajevo  effect  more  than  a  remote  pos¬ 
sibility  in  future  crises;  once  the  alert 
spiral  has  begun,  the  risk  of  a  self- 
precipitating  nuclear  conflict  could  In¬ 
crease  dramatically  w  Another  potential 
disadvantage  of  the  strategic  delivery 
force  option  is  that  it  could  convey  at  least 
the  impression.  If  not  the  conviction,  that 
the  United  States  was  reacting  in  a  man¬ 
ner  inconsistent  with  either  the  actual 
threat  or  to  a  declared  American  Interest 
in  ti le  nonnuclear  resolution  of  a  regional 
crisis  or  conflict.  While  this  reaction 
could  obviously  redound  to  the  disad¬ 
vantage  of  the  United  States  In  a  general 
political  sense,  it  could  also  make  the 
threat  of  US  nuclear  retaliation  less 
credible  to  the  intended  party.  Of  lesser 
concern,  in  terms  of  an  adverse  US  public 
reaction  and  unfavorable  responses  on 
the  part  of  allies  and  tlxlrd-party  states. 


is  the  political  visibility  of  a  deterrent 
threat  made  by  using  strategic  nuclear 
delivery  forces. 

Dedicated,  single-role  theater  nuclear 
forces  have  distinct  advantages  over 
strategic  delivery  forces  In  context  of  ex¬ 
tended  deterrence.  Their  purposes  are 
defined  in  terms  of  the  range  and  scope 
of  their  operational  capabilities  and  the 
hazards  they  pose  to  potential  target 
areas.  Relative  geographical  constraints, 
limited  size  of  payload,  and  other  factors 
more  clearly  mark  such  systems  as 
limited  instruments  of  retaliation,  al¬ 
though  what  Is  limited  or  unlimited  is 
admittedly  a  function  of  where  one  is 
standing  should  such  weapons  ever  be 
used.  As  a  consequence,  their  relative 
credibility  as  measured  means  of  enforc¬ 
ing  an  extended  deterrence  would  be  con¬ 
siderably  greater  than  that  of  strategic 
nuclear  forces  and  would  be  more  closely 
linked  to  the  conventional  threshold  of 
options  available  to  US  decision  makers. 
Disadvantages  of  single-role  forces  In¬ 
clude  opportunity  costs  of  development, 
deployment,  and  sustainment  relative  to 
those  of  multipurpose  forces,  the  political 
and  operational  signatures  of  such 
forces,  and  the  comparative  lack  of 
strategic/operational  flexibility  that  they 
afford  military  planners  in  an  era  of 
limited  defense  resources. 

Dual -capable  theater  forces  possess  an 
added  advantage  over  dedicated  theater 
nuclear  forces  in  combining  both  conven¬ 
tional  and  theater  nuclear  warfare 
capabilities  In  a  single  command  and 
control,  basing,  weapons  delivery,  and 
logstics  support  system.  The  economy  of 
scale  represented  by  such  forces  is  hard 
to  dispute,  at  least  in  terms  of  a  utility- 
cost  comparison.  Perhaps  more  impor¬ 
tantly,  dual-capable  forces  up  the  ante 
automatically.  In  terms  of  providing  an 
escalatory  threat,  by  virtue  of  their  Innate 
ability  to  deliver  nuclear  weapons  as  well 
as  conventional  ordnance.  Because  the 
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signature  associated  with  the  alert  and 
preparation  of  dual-capable  forces  for 
nuclear  operations  could  be  less  distinct 
than  for  other  types  of  nuclear  forces, 
escalatory  uncertainties  posed  by  an  op¬ 
ponent  prior  to  or  during  a  conflict  could 
significantly  affect  his  risk  calculations. 
On  the  down  side,  whether  dual-capable 
forces  removed  from  the  conventional 
conflict  for  the  purpose  of  Increasing  the 
level  of  readiness  for  nuclear  operations 
would  adversely  affect  conventional 
operations  depends  on  the  types  and 
numbers  of  delivery  systems  retained  on 
nuclear  alert  at  any  one  time.  Further,  It 
could  be  argued  that  a  certain  visibility  in 
presence  (and  potential  intent)  is  a  vital 
Ingredient  in  a  deterrent  force’s  prob¬ 
ability  of  success.  For  dual-capable 
theater  forces,  such  visibility  might  be 
somewhat  reduced,  either  as  a  result  of  a 
relatively  indistinct  change  in  operational 
signature  (e.g.,  alert  versus  conventional 
sortie  rates)  or  enemy  desensitization  to 
the  nature  of  such  forces. 

Regardless  of  the  specific  composition 
of  the  forces  which  ultimately  comprise 
the  US  nuclear  deterrent,  the  fundamen¬ 
tal  strategic  requirements  of  flexibility 
and  credibility  in  force  capability  should 
underpin  the  options  that  US  decision 
makers  bring  to  future  bargaining  tables. 
Consequently,  as  regards  the  future  US 
extended  deterrent,  the  fact  of  such  a 
measured  escalatory  capability  would 
seem  to  be  as  important  as  Its  form. 

Conclusion 

W HERE  NUCLEAR  weapons  and  the 
prevention  of  their  use  are  concerned,  the 
logic  of  graduated  deterrence  appears  al¬ 
most  to  have  become  self-perpetuating. 
While  the  arch  foe  (heretofore  the  Soviet 
Union)  and  specific  cause  (profound  dif¬ 


ferences  In  political  and  social  Ideology) 
might  change,  strategic  definitions  of 
what  constitutes  a  threat  to  US  security 
interests  will  not  differ  too  much  in  the 
future.  The  primary  difference  between 
what  has  come  to  pass  and  what  is  yet  to 
be  might  well  be  the  level  of  direct  risk  to 
the  United  States — strategic  nuclear 
devastation  in  the  case  of  deterrent 
failure  vis-a-vis  the  Soviet  Union  as  op 
posed  to  an  Inability  to  fulfill  our  security 
commitment  to  protect  and  assist  allies 
threatened  with  some  form  of  nuclear 
coercion.  During  the  cold  war.  the  TNF’s 
primary  role  was  nearly  synonymous 
with  precluding  the  Soviet  use  of  conven¬ 
tional  or  nuclear  force  against  the  United 
States  and  its  allies  In  Western  Europe. 
Although  a  primary  potential  enemy  has 
yet  to  emerge  in  the  post-cold  war  era ,  t  he 
realities  of  life  in  a  nuclearized  world 
make  It  probable  that  threats  to  US  global 
security  interests  significant  enough  to 
worry  about  will  also  be  nuclear  powers 
of  some  stripe.  If  the  traditional  threat 
continues  to  recede,  deterrence  through 
the  escalatory  threat  of  theater  nuclear 
weapons  could  well  become  a  matter  of 
convincing  potential  adversaries  of  the 
lack  of  wisdom  Inherent  in  attempting  to 
upset  the  global  apple  cart,  particularly 
by  employing  or  threatening  to  employ 
nuclear  weapons.  Whether  one  agrees 
with  the  specifics  of  such  scenarios,  cer¬ 
tain  types  of  nuclear  forces,  including 
those  that  can  provide  measured  and  dis  ¬ 
criminate  response  options  if  cir¬ 
cumstance  requires,  will  be  necessary  to 
ensure  the  stability  of  the  international 
order  in  general  and  the  security  of  US 
interests  and  its  allies  in  particular. 
Regardless  of  future  developments  in  the 
strategic  relationship  between  tire  LInited 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union,  the  middle 
ground  of  deterrent  options  remains  to  be 
held.  For  the  foreseeable  future,  such 
options  would  best  be  found  in  the 
capabilities  of  technologically  advanced 
theater  nuclear  forces. 


63 


CADRE  PAPER 


Note* 


1.  Scott  I).  Sagan.  Moving  Targets:  Nuclear 
Strategy  and  National  Security  (Princeton.  N.J.: 
Princeton  University  Press,  1989),  4.  While  the 
paradox  created  by  nuclear  weapons  appears  to  be 
a  simple  restatement  of  Bernard  Brodle's  original 
thesis  that  the  existence  of  such  weapons  has  ob¬ 
viated  the  need  for  their  use.  It  Implies  much  more 
In  terms  of  structuring  the  deterrent.  Threat 
credibility  requires  a  certain  measure  of  capability, 
which  In  turn  necessitates  choices  as  to  nuclear 
force  design,  size,  and  targeting  philosophy.  As 
Sagan  points  out.  deterrent  policy  requires  that 
nuclear  weapons  "be  useable  but  not  too  useable.' 
See  also  Bernar  d  Brodle,  War  and  Politics  (New  York: 
MacmlUlan.  1973).  378-77. 

2.  Joint  Pub  1-02.  Department  of  Defense  Dic¬ 
tionary  of  Military  and  Associated  Terms.  1  Decem¬ 
ber  1989.  This  Joint  publication  uses  tactical  rather 
than  theater  or  nonstrateglc  to  define  the  uses  of 
nuclear  weapons  In  support  of  missions  of 'limited 
s<  ope"  or  specific  military  operations.  Yet  NATO  and 
such  documents  as  the  Report  to  the  President  and 
the  Congress  use  the  strateglc/nonstrateglc 
dichotomy  In  discussing  nuclear  forces.  Given  the 
confusion  between  the  tactical  and  strategic  levels 
of  war  which  might  ensue  If  this  convention  were 
followed  here,  the  term  theater  nuclear  weapon  or 
theater  nuclear  forces  will  be  used,  and  strategic  or 
global  wtll  be  used  to  depict  SIOP  forces  dedicated 
to  the  deterrence  of  general  nuclear  war.  It  Is  Im¬ 
portant  to  remember  that  all  weapons  can  have 
strategic  Implications. 

3.  That  the  original  US  strategic  doctrine  of 
massive  retaliation  lacked  credibility  as  a  means  of 
guaranteeing  European  security  enhanced  ihe  ap¬ 
peal  of  graduated  responses  to  (Soviet)  aggression. 
Ironically,  the  NATO  strategy  of  flexible  response 
generated  even  more  pointed  criticism  for  Its  per¬ 
ceived  incredibility  and  risk  provocation  during  the 
nuclear  quo  cadis  debates  of  the  1970s  and  early 
1980s  The  contentions  of  Robert  S.  McNamara,  et 
al.  (the  so  r  ailed  gang  of  four)  highlighted  the  un¬ 
easiness  felt  til  the  defense  policy  community  over 
what  was  seen  by  many  as  a  dangerously  unrealistic 
dependence  on  the  properties  of  nuclear  weapons  to 
achieve  finite  political  ends  The  detailed  rationale 
for  such  crltlrisms  of  the  alliance's  nuclear-based 
strategy  can  be  found  In  William  P.  Bundy,  ed..  The 
Nuclear  Controversy  (New  York:  The  New  American 
Library.  1985).  79  94:  and  David  N.  Schwartz. 
NAlCs  Nuclear  Dilemmas  (Washington.  D.C.:  The 
Brookings  Institution.  1983).  173-77. 

4.  Considerable  agreement  exists  among 
analysts  on  Ihe  ’cost  significant  fac  tors  In  strategy 
formulation.  According  to  Robert  S.  Wood,  future 
US  security  polities  will  depend  on  the  relationships 
between  geopolitical  positions  and  changing  tech¬ 
nology.  US  Institutional  values  and  changing  global 
tlirrats  and  opportunities,  and  the  state  of  the  US 
economy  and  public  support  for  foreign/defense 
Investments.  See  Robert  S.  Wood.  "Strateglc 
t’holces,  tlenpolltles.  and  Resource  ( "onsti  alnts"  In 


Washington  Quarterly  12  no.  3  (Summer  1989): 
139.  Bernard  Brodle  saw  several  dimensions  to  the 
problem  at  defining  an  effective  strategy  based  on 
nuclear  weapons:  (1)  the  changing  physical  re¬ 
quirements  for  preserving  our  retaliatory 
capabilities:  (2)  the  question  of  how  much 
capability,  nuclear  or  conventional,  la  required  to 
support  a  strategy  built  on  deterrence:  and  (3)  the 
utility  oi  other  than  strategic  nuclear  weapons  (t.e.. 
tactical  nuclear  forces)  in  extending  deterrence  to 
regions  threatened  by  Soviet  conventional 
capabilities.  See  Bernard  Brodle.  The  Development 
of  Nudear  Strategy.’  International  Security  4  (Spring 
1978):  65-83. 

5.  See  Lt  Gen  Frederick  J.  Brown.  “The  Uncer¬ 
tain  Path.'  Mlhtary  Review.  June  1990.  The  author 
argues  for  a  carefully  crafted  military  capability  In 
the  face  of  what  appears  to  be  a  return  to  a  maritime, 
as  opposed  to  a  continental  or  Euro- centered, 
strategy.  General  Brown  Is  far  more  cautious  than 
this  quote  Indicates  In  his  appraisal  of  future 
security  challenges  and  the  means  by  which  sig¬ 
nificantly  smaller  US  forces  might  best  meet  them. 

6.  According  to  some  theorists  the  view  that  war 
Is  the  ultimate  manifestation  of  human  wickedness 
Is  uniquely  Western  (a  product  of  the  Judeo- 
Chrtstian  ethic)  and  not  necessarily  shared  In  other 
cultural  traditions.  As  a  cultural  phenomenon,  war 
Is  seen  In  many  societies  as  an  acceptable  or  even 
desirable  means  of  resolving  long-standing  or  Ir¬ 
reconcilable  differences.  See  Adda  B.  Bozeman. 
"War  and  the  Clash  of  Ideas.'  Orbls  20.  no.  1  (Spring 
1 976).  65-67.  For  a  related  perspective,  see  Michael 
Howard.  The  Causes  of  War.  2d  ed.  (Cambridge. 
Mass.:  Harvard  University  Press.  1983). 

7.  Howard.  54.  The  key  point  Is  that  effective 
strategy  presupposes  an  accurate  understanding  of 
the  direction.  If  not  the  precise  nature,  of  environ¬ 
mental  change. 

8.  Value  and  fact  are  Inseparable  parts  of  the 
decision-making  process,  especially  when  the 
process  Involves  policy  designed  to  achieve  some 
purpose  of  Importance  to  an  organization  or  Institu¬ 
tion.  Purposive  Judgment  of  necessity  combines 
value  and  factual  elements.  See  Herbert  A.  Simon. 
Administrative  Behatvior.  3d  ed.  (New  York:  Free 
Press.  1976). 

9.  Colin  S.  Gray.  Nuclear  Strategy  and  National 
Style  (I.anham.  Md.  Hamilton  Press.  1986).  36.  In 
a  later  work.  Gray  emphasizes  that  differences  In 
the  geographic  situations  and  historical  experiences 
of  various  nations  have  produced  unique  views  of. 
and  means  of  dealing  with,  future  threats  to  par¬ 
ticular  national  security  Interests.  Hence.  Gray 
maintains  a  continental  (Soviet  land  power)  and 
maritime  (US  sea  power)  dichotomy  In  strategic 
vision.  See  Colin  S.  Gray.  War,  Peace,  and  Victory: 
Statecraft  for  the  Nerd  Century  (New  York:  Simon  fit 
Schuster.  1990).  Carried  one  step  further,  such 
cultural  divergencies  might  apply  to  attitudes 
toward  the  general  nature  of  warfare  and  ways  of 
employing  the  weapons  of  war. 


64 


CADRE  PAPER 


10.  Col  Dennis  M.  Drew  and  Dr  Donald  M.  Snow 
underscore  de  Tocquevllle's  observation  that 
American  -  style  democracy  ‘finds  It  difficult  to  coor¬ 
dinate  the  details  of  a  great  undertaking  and  to  fix 
on  some  plan  and  carry  it  through  with  determina¬ 
tion  In  spite  of  obstacles.*  See  Col  Dennis  M.  Drew 
and  Dr  Donald  M.  Snow,  The  Eagle's  Talons  (Max¬ 
well  AFB,  Ala.:  Air  University  Press.  December 
1988).  See  also  J.  P.  Mayer.  Alexis  de  TocquevlUe: 
Democracy  in  America,  trans.  George  Lawrence  (New 
York:  Harper  fit  Row  Publishers.  1966).  211. 

11.  Drew  and  Snow.  395.  The  American 
military  solution — the  overwhelming  application  of 
firepower  to  effect  a  speedy  resolution  of  the  con¬ 
flict-proved  frustratlngly  Inappropriate  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  given  policy  constraints  on  the  application  of 
military  power  during  that  conflict  as  well  as  the 
nature  of  the  war  that  the  North  Vietnamese  and 
Vletcong  were  fighting.  For  a  survey  of  the  genesis 
and  development  of  American  military  thought  on 
the  operational  conduct  of  war.  and  particularly  the 
strategy  of  annihilation,  see  also  Russell  F.  Welgley, 
The  American  Way  of  War  (Bloomington,  Ind.:  In¬ 
diana  University  Press,  1973). 

12.  Hans  G.  Stoll.  "Air  Option  Will  Save  U.S. 
Lives,' Miami  Herald,  17  December  1990.  G-l.  See 
also  Giles  Elgood.  ‘Air  Forces  Could  Win  It  Alone. 
British  Military  Says,"  Washington  Times,  26 
December  1990.  1. 

13.  Brodle.  332.  For  a  focused  discussion  of  the 
facts  of  US  strategic  policy  between  1 960  and  1 985 
and  some  perceptual  biases  upon  which  It  was 
based,  see  Gray.  Nuclear  Strategy  and  National 
Style.  40. 

14.  Desmond  Ball.  "U.S.  Strategic  Forces:  How 
Would  They  Be  Used?"  in  The  Art  and  Practice  of 
Military  Strategy,  ed.  George  Edward  Thlbault 
(Washington.  D.C.:  National  Defense  University 
Press.  1984).  620.  Ball  maintains  that  US  strategic 
nuclear  policy  assumes  different  forms  at  different 
levels  of  Implementation:  where  declaratory  policy 
describes  US  nuclear  strategy  In  a  general  and 
relatively  abstract  fashion,  arms  control,  force 
development,  and  force  employment  policies  evolve 
In  related  but  unique  and  distinctive  ways.  A 
similar  view  holds  that  nuclear  strategy  is  a  product 
of  bureaucratic  processes,  shaped  as  much  by  the 
mundane  activities  of  force  development,  budgeting, 
and  target  planning  as  It  Is  by  discrete  policy¬ 
making.  See  David  Alan  Rosenberg.  "U.S.  Nuclear 
Strategy:  Theory  Versus  Practice."  In  Mtlltary 
Strategy:  Theory  and  Application,  ed.  Arthur  F. 
Lykke,  Jr.  (Carlisle  Barracks,  Pa.:  US  Army  War 
College.  1989).  328. 

15.  Jeffrey' Record.  Revising  U.S.  Military 
Strategy  (Washington.  D.C.:  Pergamon-Brassey's. 
1984).  3. 

16.  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  Donald  B.  Idee. 
The  Air  Force  and  U.S.  Nation:: I  Security:  Global 
Reach — Global  Po tier,  white  paper  (Washington, 
D.C..  Department  of  the  Air  Force.  June  1990).  6-8. 

17.  In  similar  fashion.  Gen  George  B.  Crist, 
former  US  Central  Command  commander,  sees  a 
power  projection  strategy  as  the  most  promising 
means  of  ensuring  US  security  Interests  in  the 


future  global  environment.  Such  a  strategy  would 
Include  smaller  US  nuclear  farces,  modernized  and 
restructured  to  maintain  a  credible  deterrent,  as 
well  as  a  streamlined  central  reserve  composed  of 
active  and  reserve  components  based  in  the  United 
States.  See  Gen  George  B.  Crist,  "A  U.S.  Military 
Strategy  for  a  Changing  World."  Strategic  Rexriew 
(Winter  1990):  17.  Of  note  concerning  cost  lmpllca 
ttons  of  a  massive  military  establialunent  Is  Paul 
Kennedy's  contention  that  reliance  on  the  military 
option  as  a  primary  element  in  the  exercise  of 
national  power  has  historically  marked  the  start  of 
a  general  decline  in  such  power.  See  Paul  Kennedy. 
The  Rise  and  Fall  of  the  Great  Powers  (New  York: 
Vintage  Books.  1987),  539. 

18.  Contrary  to  a  common  belief  that  new  and 
more  potent  conventional  weapons  capabilities  rep 
resent  but  another  step  on  the  scale  of  weapons 
effects  below  the  nuclear  firebreak,  Thomas  J. 
Welch  maintains  that  advanced  conventional 
weapons  have  obviated  the  classic  distinction  be¬ 
tween  nuclear  and  nonnuclear  effec  ts.  For  a  com 
pelllng  assessment  of  advances  In  weapons 
technology  as  they  apply  to  present  conc-epts  of 
deterrence  and  warfighting,  see  Thomas  J.  Welch. 
"Technology  Change  and  Security."  Washington 
Quarterly  13  (Spring  1990):  1 1 1  -20.  likewise.  Ber 
nard  Brodle  came  to  conclude  that,  given  the  dllem 
ma  Imposed  by  NATO's  significant  conventional 
Inferiority  In  Central  Europe,  low  yield  or  enhanced 
radiation  nuclear  weapons  made  for  a  more  efficient 
deterrent  than  did  a  suitably  equipped  all  convcn 
tional  force.  See  Brodle.  The  Development  of 
Nuclear  Strategy."  77. 

19.  The  fusion  of  tritium  and  deuterium  nuc  lei 
produce  as  many  as  six  times  more  high  energy,  or 
fast,  neutrons  per  units  of  yield  than  fission  reac¬ 
tions.  For  more  details  concerning  c«m|>aratlve 
magnitudes  of  blast  and  radiation  In  enhanced 
radiation  weapons,  see  Thomas  B.  Coc  bran.  William 
M.  Arkln.  and  Milton  M  Hoenlg.  Ntuiear  Weapons 
Data  Book  (Cambridge.  Mass.:  Ballinger  Publishing 
Co..  1984).  28. 

20.  S.  T.  Cohen,  the  Neutron  Bomb:  Political. 
TechnologlcaL  and  Military  Issues  (Cambridge. 
Mass.:  Institute  for  Foreign  Policy  Analysis.  Inc.. 
1978),  66-67.  A  crucial  point  worth  remembering 
about  enhanced  radiation  weapons  Is  that  the 
benefit  of  their  radiation  effects  Inheres  in  the  small 
nuclear  yield  necessary  to  achieve  these  effec  ts,  not 
In  the  total  elimination  of  the  blast  or  other  effects. 
See  also  Cochran.  Arkln.  and  Hoenlg,  28. 

21.  John  P.  Rose.  “Nuclear  Weapons:  Image 
Versus  Reality,"  In  Lykke.  337.  Technology  has 
made  It  possible  to  construct  nuc  tear  devices  that 
no  longer  Indiscriminately  produce,  to  the  same 
degree,  the  effects  traditionally  associated  with 
nuclear  weapons. 

22.  The  moral  dimensions  of  even  the 
threatened  use  of  nuclear  weapons  are  particularly 
troubling  for  many.  While  endorsing  the  concept  of 
war  avoidance  through  armed  deterrence  lrr  a 
general  sense,  the  US  Catholic  bishops  appeared  to 
stop  short  of  validating  deterrence  based  otr  the 
threat  of  nuclear  weapons.  In  condemning  total  war 
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the  riltnia  of  proportionality  and  dis¬ 
crimination  foi  Just  war.  the  bishops  noted  the 
declaration  of  the  Second  Vatican  Council  that: 
“Any  act  of  war  aimed  indiscriminately  at  the 
.!•  ati  action  of  entire  cities  or  of  extensive  areas 
..!'>:ig  with  their  population  Is  a  crime  against  God 
and  man  himself."  Hie  problem  posed  by  nuclear 
we.*  j>ons  In  such  a  regard  Is  that,  by  the  very  nature 
of  thetr  efleets.  they  cannot  be  guaranteed  not  to 
cause  the  kind  of  destruction  condemned  by  both 
Council  and  bishops.  See  their  pastoral  letter.  The 
Just  War  and  Non-Violent  Posiuons,"  In  War. 
Monthly,  and  the  Military  Profession,  ed.  Malham  M. 
Wakln  (Boulder.  Colo.:  Westvlew  Press,  1986),  250. 

23  Through  at  least  the  early  1970s.  "the  his¬ 
torically  unique  features  of  nuclear  weapons,  the 
quality  of  energy  released,  and  the  very  brief  time 
span  for  destruction  were  folded  Into  (Soviet) 
military  thought  and  preparations  that  envisaged 
derisive  results  from  military  action."  See  Gray, 
Nuclear  Slmtegy  and  National  Style,  68. 

24.  fYlor  to  the  doctrine  of  follow-on  forces  at¬ 
tar  k  (FOFA).  tire  deployment  of  battlefield  nuclear 
weapons  to  Europe  was  seen  to  be  the  only  effective 
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fensive.  Absent  the  large  amounts  of  territory 
needed  to  conduct  either  an  elastic  or  a  defense  in 
depth  -and  NATO's  commitment  (at  the  behest  of 
the  West  Germans)  to  a  forward  defense — the  Issue 
became  orte  of  raising  the  threshold  of  militarily 
effective  violence  (and.  of  course,  escalatory  risk)  or 
succumbing  rapidly  to  a  conventional  onslaught. 

25.  As  a  corollary,  the  reduction  in  the  delivery 
effort  (or  Immediate  exposure  to  en  route  or  terminal 
area  defenses)  should  mean  lower  projected  attrition 
rates  and  a  broader  range  of  apportionment  choices. 
However,  Deltchman  maintains  that  advances  In 
the  capabilities  of  tactical  air  power  In  particular 
might  have  reached  a  culminating  point  with  the 
advent  of  sophisticated  (and  highly  lethal)  air 
defense  systems,  partially  negating  such  gains  in 
conventional  combat  efficiency.  See  Seymour  J. 
Deltchman.  Military  Power  and  the  Advance  of  Tech¬ 
nology:  General  Purpose  Military  Forces  for  the 
1 980s  andBeyond  (Boulder.  Colo.:  Westvlew  Press. 
1983).  46-47.  52. 

26.  John  P.  Rose.  The  Evolution  of  U.S.  Army 
Nuclear  Doctrine.  1945-1980  (Boulder,  Colo.: 
Westvlew  Press.  1980),  47. 

27.  Otto  Hdlbrunn.  Conventional  Warfare  In  the 
Nuclear  Age  (New  York:  Frederick  A.  Praeger,  1965). 
38  46.  In  a  pointed  Indictment  of  US  thinking  on 
potential  operational  Implications  of  theater  nuclear 
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